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Note to Reader: 

This volume contains certain source documents cited in the footnotes to the 
Report. These documents are grouped by chapter and labeled according to their 
chapter and footnote numbers. 

Source documents that are available in the Hearings and Deposition volumes, 
from public sources, still classified, or otherwise unavailable are not included. 

The Preface explaining the various types of documents in this volume begins 
on p. xiii. 






Preface 


This volume contains much of the documentary evidence -letters, memoran- 
dums, transcripts of telephone calls, and other materials -that underlies many 
of the factual statements made in the Report of the Congressional Committees 
Investigating the Iran-Contra Affair. The Report is a joint publication of the 
House Select Committee to Investigate Covert Arms Transactions with Iran and 
the Senate Select Committee on Secret Military Assistance to Iran and the 
Nicaraguan Opposition. The complete database for all factual statements made 
in the Report and referenced in its footnotes consists of the following: 

• Source documents, contained in this volume. 

• Published sources, referenced in the footnotes of the Report but not reprinted 
by the two Select Committees. 

• Hearings before the two Select Committees, which are published separately 
in 1 1 volumes as the Iran-Contra Investigation: Joint Hearings of the House 
Select Committee to Investigate Covert Arms Transactions with Iran and the 
Senate Select Committee on Secret Military Assistance to Iran and the 
Nicaraguan Opposition, 100th Cong. 1st Sess. (1987). 

• Depositions taken by the two Select Committees, which are published as Report 
of the Congressional Committees Investigating the Iran-Contra Affair, Ap- 
pendix B: Depositions, H. Kept. No. 100-433, S. Rept. No. 100-216, 100th 
Cong., 1st Sess. (1987). 

• Exhibits prepared by the Select Committees or by witnesses or other persons 
and submitted for the record. All exhibits mentioned in the Hearings and most 
of those referenced in the Depositions are contained in those respective 
volumes. 

Explanations follow of: source materials found in this volume; testimony; deposi- 
tions; exhibits; interviews; published sources; and abbreviations, acronyms, and 
initials 

Major Source Materials 


The Select Committees relied heavily on sworn testimony and documentary 
evidence in compiling their final Report. Brief descriptions of the major sources 
appear here, and more detailed descriptions of some of the sources follow later 
in this Preface. 

Testimony: Sworn testimony (testimony taken under oath) consisted of two kinds. 
Testimony taken in the joint hearings is referred to as “Test.” in the footnotes, 
and testimony taken as depositions is referred to as “Dep.” in the footnotes. Fuller 
explanations of these kinds of testimony appear below. 

Documents: In most cases, miscellaneous documents referred to in the footnotes 
are published in this volume. Usually a Bates identification number appears in 
the footnote, e.g., N 2816. The identification number will assist researchers 



who wish to find the complete original document in the Select Committees papers 
stored with the National Archives and Records Administration. Access to Select 
Committees papers is subject to the respective rules of the House and Senate. 

Interviews: Select Committees’ staff interviewed a number of people on an 
unsworn basis. Most interviews were summarized in memorandums. The 
memorandums of the interviews referred to in the footnotes of the Report are 
stored with the National Archives. 

PROF Note: These Notes were computerized interoffice messages carried over 
the White House’s Professional Office Services system. National Security Council 
staff were provided with equipment to send and receive PROF Notes in their 
offices and in some cases in their homes. In many instances, messages sent over 
the PROF system were archived in White House computers and were retrieved 
by White House personnel and provided to the Select Committees. Footnote 
references to PROF Notes include the date and time (in military time) and the 
Bates document identification number. Most PROF Notes referred to in the foot- 
notes are published in this volume. 

KL-43 Messages: These messages were sent over telephone lines through 
use of a computerized instrument that encrypted the message at the sender’s end 
and decoded it at the receiver’s end. The system was portable and could be car- 
ried to remote locations. Most KL-43 messages referenced in the footnotes are 
published in this volume. 

Israeli Historical Chronology: The Iranian Transactions— A Historical 
Chronology. The Committees entered into an agreement with the State of Israel 
whereby Israel agreed to prepare and provide a historical chronology detailing 
the role of Israel and individual Israelis in the Iran initiative from 1985 through 
1986. Israel was unwilling to waive its privileges of State secrecy and sovereign 
immunity and permit its officials and citizens to be questioned by the Commit- 
tees. In lieu of interviews or testimony, and without waiver, Israel agreed to 
conduct interviews of Israeli nationals and reviewed certain documents. With 
the specific agreement of the Government of Israel, information from the Israeli 
chronologies is used in this Report. By agreement between the Committees and 
the Government of Israel, the chronology remains classified. 

Part I covers Israeli shipments of arms to Iran from August 1985 through 
November 1985. Part II covers U.S. arms shipments and Israeli participation 
in the arms transaction from December 1985 to the time of disclosure in 
November 1986. The Select Committees received Part II in July 1987, after 
public hearings were under way. 

Israeli Financial Chronology: A Financial Chronology of the Iranian Trans- 
actions (April 26, 1987). At the request of the Select Committees, the Israeli 
Government also agreed to prepare from unsworn interviews of Israeli citizens 
a financial chronology. The document covers the money trail leading from the 
initial Israeli arms shipment to Iran in August 1985. By agreement, the docu- 
ment remains classified. 


Other Source Documents 

Tower Report: On December 1, 1986, President Reagan established the Presi- 
dent’s Special Review Board to examine the role of the National Security Coun- 



cil staff in national security operations, including arms transfers to Iran. The 
Board consisted of John Tower, Chairman, Edmund Muskie, and Brent 
Scowcroft. The Board and staff interviewed numerous individuals in and out 
of the Federal Government, but did not have authority to issue subpoenas or 
compel testimony. The Board issued its report -an examination of NSC opera- 
tions, a narrative of the Iran-Contra Affair, and recommendations— 3 months 
later. The full title is Report of the President’s Special Review Board, John Tower, 
Chairman (Washington: Government Printing Office, February 26, 1987). 

Tower Interviews (sometimes referred to as Tower Testimony): The Tower 
Board conducted unsworn interviews with 53 individuals. These people includ- 
ed former Assistants to the President for National Security, National Security 
Council Members, former Presidents, and Central Intelligence Agency em- 
ployees. Interviews cited in the Report but not appearing in the Source Documents 
volume are filed with the Committees’ papers at the National Archives. 

Hearings 


The Select Committees held 44 days of joint hearings and questioned 28 witnesses 
publicly. Public hearings began May 5, 1987, and ended August 3, 1987. Four 
witnesses -Central Intelligence Agency employees -testified in executive ses- 
sion. House Reporters transcribed all proceedings and the Senate Recording 
Studio videotaped them. Two television networks. Cable News Network and 
C-SPAN, televised all the public hearings. Individual public television sta- 
tions, ABC, CBS, and NBC broadcast portions of the hearings. 

Every witness testified under oath either in response to a subpoena or an in- 
vitation or voluntarily. Legal counsel accompanied most witnesses. The enabl- 
ing legislation empowered the Select Committees to compel testimony over fifth 
amendment objections by granting use immunity. Once the Select Committees 
obtained a court order, they could immunize witnesses against the use of their 
testimony in criminal prosecutions. Thus, any statements or admissions made 
by witnesses granted use immunity could not be used in a subsequent criminal 
proceeding, except a prosecution for perjury, giving a false statement, or other- 
wise failing to comply with the court order. The Select Committees granted 
use immunity to about 20 witnesses. 

Committees Members, in consultation with Chief Counsels and staff, iden- 
tified and selected witnesses and then developed specific lines of inquiry. At 
the hearings, questioning was led by attorneys from either the House Select Com- 
mittee or the Senate Select Committee, depending on a prearranged division 
of witnesses. Both House and Senate Members pursued followup questions. 

Original, hand-corrected transcripts, from which the published Hearings 
volumes were produced, have been filed by the Committees in the National Ar- 
chives. 

Depositions 


The Select Committees, under authority contained in the resolutions establishing 
them (H. Res. 12 and S. Res. 23, respectively), deposed approximately 290 
individuals over the course of their 10-month joint investigation. 



The use of depositions enabled the Select Committees to take sworn responses 
to specific interrogatories, and thereby to obtain information under oath for the 
written record and develop lines of inquiry for the public hearings. 

Select Committees Members and staff counsel, including House minority 
counsel, determined who would be deposed, then sought subpoenas from the 
Chairmen of the Select Committees, when appropriate, to compel the individuals 
to appear in nonpublic sessions for questioning under oath. Many deponents 
also received separate subpoenas ordering them to produce certain written 
documents. 

Members and staff traveled throughout the United States and abroad to meet 
with deponents. All depositions were stenographically reported or tape record- 
ed and later transcribed and authenticated. Deponents had the right to review 
their statements after transcription and to suggest factual and technical correc- 
tions to the Select Committees. 

At the depositions, deponents could assert their fifth amendment privilege 
to avoid self-incrimination by refusing to answer specific questions. They were 
also entitled to legal representation. Most Federal Government deponents were 
represented by lawyers from their agency; the majority of private individuals 
retained their own counsel. 

The Select Committees, after obtaining the requisite court orders, granted 
limited or “use” immunity to about 20 deponents. Such immunity means that, 
while a deposed individual could no longer invoke the fifth amendment to avoid 
answering a question, his or her compelled responses -or leads or collateral 
evidence based on those responses-could not be used in any subsequent criminal 
prosecution of that individual, except a prosecution for perjury, giving a false 
statement, or otherwise failing to comply with the court order. 

An executive branch Declassification Committee, located in the White House, 
assisted the Committee by reviewing each page of deposition transcript and some 
exhibits and identifying classified matter relating to national security. Some 
depositions were not reviewed or could not be declassified for security reasons. 

In addition, members of the House Select Committee staff corrected obvi- 
ous typographical errors by hand and deleted personal and proprietary infor- 
mation not considered germane to the investigation. 

In the Depositions volumes, some of the deposition transcripts are followed 
by exhibits. The exhibits -documentary evidence— were developed by Select 
Committees staff in the course of the Select Committees’ investigation or were 
provided by the deponent in response to a subpoena. In some cases, where the 
number of exhibits was very large, the House Select Committee staff chose for 
inclusion in the Depositions volumes selected documents. All of the original 
exhibits are stored with the rest of the Select Committees’ documents at the Na- 
tional Archives, and are available for public inspection subject to the respective 
rules of the House and Senate. 

The 27 volumes of the Depositions, totalling more than 30,000 pages, con- 
sist of photocopies of declassified, hand-corrected typewritten transcripts and 
declassified exhibits. Deponents appear in alphabetical order. 



Exhibits 


Exhibits -personal papers, office memorandums, correspondence, corporate 
records, and miscellaneous documents— were an important source of informa- 
tion for the Select Committees. The Select Committees obtained some exhibits 
voluntarily, others through Committee-issued subpoenas. Primary sources for 
these exhibits were the White House, Department of State, Department of 
Defense, Central Intelligence Agency, Department of Justice, other Federal ' 
Government offices, and private parties. 

During hearings, 1,092 exhibits were introduced, most often by the Select 
Committees. Occasionally, witnesses or deponents produced exhibits. 

Exhibits presented during hearings are reproduced at the back of the Hear- 
ings volumes. Selected exhibits appear in the Depositions volumes at the con- 
clusion of the relevant witness’ statement. Some exhibits -extensive corporate 
records, for example— are not published in their entirety, but are stored in the 
Select Committees’ records in the National Archives. 

Like the testimony and depositions they accompanied, exhibits had to be 
reviewed by the White House Declassification Committee. Some exhibits re- 
main classified and will not be published. 


Interviews 


Interviews were used to gather information, identify potential deponents and 
hearings witnesses, and explore new areas of investigation. Committee in- 
vestigators, working individually or in teams, conducted most of the interviews. 
Interviewees were not subpoenaed and many volunteered information. In- 
vestigators interviewed, rather than deposed, individuals who had limited in- 
formation or who were living in remote parts of the world. For instance, 
investigators conducted numerous telephone interviews with persons in Central 
America. In most cases, interviewees were not accompanied by counsel. 

Investigators took notes of or recorded interviews and later summarized them 
into report memorandums. Report memorandums are not published in this 
volume; they have been deposited in the National Archives. 


Published Sources 


The Select Committees drew on both unpublished and published sources in 
preparing their final Report. Published sources (magazines, newspapers, books, 
Federal Government publications, and law journals) are not included in the 
Source Documents volume because they are available at libraries. They are listed 
here to indicate to readers and researchers the scope of the Select Committees’ 
source materials. These sources are cited in the Report footnotes according to 
A Uniform System of Citation (Harvard Law Review Association, 14th Edition). 
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The Washington Post 
Wall Street Journal 
Washington Times 

Books 

Borchard, The Diplomatic Protection of Citizens Abroad (1915) 
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Kirkpatrick, L. B., The United States Intelligence Community: Foreign Policy 
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Leary, W.M., ed., The Central Intelligence Agency: History and Documents 
131-33 (1984) 

Maass, A., Congress and the Common Good (1983) 

Madison, James, Writings 

Meyer, C., Facing Reality: From World Federalism to the CIA (1980) 
Moses, H., The Clandestine Service of the Central Intelligence Agency 3-4 
(1983) 

Pogue, F. C., George Marshall (1973) 

Powers, T. , The Man Who Kept the Secrets: Richard Helms and the CIA (1979) 



Ranelagh, J., The Agency: The Rise and Decline of the CIA (1986) 

Sick, G., All Fall Down: America’s Tragic Encounter with Iran (1986) 
Sofaer, A., War, Foreign Affairs and the Constitution 
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Abbreviations, Acronyms, and Initials 


Sources and footnotes in the Report of the Congressional Committees In- 
vestigating the Iran-Contra Affair often appear with the initials of individuals 
and acronyms and abbreviations of agencies, organizations, and other groups. 
The following list provides the full names for these shortened forms. 


AECA: 

AET: 

AH: 

BG: 

BGS: 

B. Sun: 
C/CATF: 

C. F.R.: 

CG: 

CIA: 

CINN: 

CJC: 

C/NE: 
Comp. Gen. 
Cong. Rec.: 
CSF: 

CWW: 

DCI: 

DCM: 

DC/NE: 


DDCI: 


DDO: 

DEA: 


Dep.: 


DIA: 

DOA: 

DOD: 

DRC: 

DTR: 


EA: 

EATSCO: 

EM: 


Fed. Reg.: 
FH: 


FIR: 


Arms Export Control Act 
A.M., Eastern Time 
Albert Hakim 

Code name for Oliver North 
Bretton G. Sciaroni 
Baltimore Sun 

Chief, Central American Task Force, Central Intelligence 
Agency 

Code of Federal Regulations 
Clair George 

Central Intelligence Agency 
CIA Document Control System 
Charles J. Cooper 

Chief, Near East Division, Central Intelligence Agency 
Comptroller General of the United States 
Congressional Record 
Compagnie de Services Fiduciaries 
Caspar W. Weinberger 
Director of Central Intelligence 
Deputy Chief of Mission, U.S. Embassy 
Deputy Chief, Near East Division, Central Intelligence 
Agency 

Deputy Director of Central Intelligence, Central Intelligence 
Agency 

Deputy Director of Operations, Central Intelligence Agency 

Drug Enforcement Administration 

Deposition taken by the Select Committees 

Defense Intelligence Agency 

Department of the Army 

Department of Defense 

Duane (Dewey) R. Clarridge 

Donald T. Regan 

Elliott Abrams 

Egyptian American Transport Company 

Edwin Meese, HI 

Federal Register 

Fawn Hall 

Felix I. Rodriguez 



FY: 

GPO: 

GPS: 

HPSCI: 

H. Rep.: 

H. Res.: 

Int.: 

JCS: 

JKS: 

JMP: 

KL-43 

LAT: 

NHAO: 

NSC: 

NSDD: 

NSPG: 

OEOB: 

OLN: 

OSG: 

PROF: 

Pub. L.: 

RCD: 

RCM: 

RIG: 

RVS: 

RWO: 

SAT: 

SIG: 

S/LPD: 

SNIE: 

S. Rep.: 

S. Res.: 

SS: 

SSCI: 

STTGI: 

TC: 

TCS: 

Test.: 

TIWG: 

U.S.C.: 


Fiscal Year 

Government Printing Office 
George P. Shultz 

House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence 
House of Representatives Report 
House Resolution 
Interview 

Joint Chiefs of Staff 
John K. Singlaub 
John M. Poindexter 

A device for sending secure telephone messages 
Lewis A. Tambs 

Nicaraguan Humanitarian Assistance Office 
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Addendum to Statement of NSC Initiat 


1. At the suggestion of the Deputy Inspector General, I am providing 
additional details on certain aspects of my involvement in the Iranian 
initiative. These additional details are being offered as a result of my 
recalling in greater detail certain aspects of the initiative and of having my 
memory refreshed through review of papers and discussions with other Agency 
officials involved in the initiative. 


fecttlttt 'he «My t f^the COntmCL 

thwarting terroeiSt^t»d«^ainst co»mtriee|[ 


n-depth all . information that he was willing to provide ct^errorists. 


Mimfied 
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X also with to clarify fair The record a quattion pit to at during try 
interview with 'you and other setters of your staff in Sovseter. At that time, 
a a subsequent memorandum prepared by a sober of your staff, it was 

-■ • - r ‘ * -y Director of Intelligence, initially thought 

is as early as May 1966 that I believed funds 

a the Iranian initiative to the Contras in Central 

"l discussed the Iran initiative with Mr. Kerr several times during 
inner and fall of 1986, essentially in the context of the problems of 
tional security of the Initiative. I want to state engteticelly, 
however, that the earliest I could have aade Descents relating to possible 
diversion of funds to the Contras to Mr. Karr was in late August 1986. 
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specific suggestions on how to solve the financial 
'‘^^^^^ksomehow $10 million should be paid into Owbanifar's 
Account timber 283838-92-1). Because Qiobanifar's 
■Credit totally blocked, the money would simply be 

H to the Canadians. All the Canadians have are checks from 
I and Khashoggi— checks that are worthless. Roy reaffirmed that 
K and Khashoggi have been able to pay off the other investor— an Ar 
fc $5 millio^Mfoy stated that he and ftashoggi may see the Canadia 
Bn the nej^^Hre to request more time, but they were not sanguin 
from such a meetings 


4.’ iMQQHpishave told Roy 
these transactions iotally secret, t 
future in view of media exposure of 
personally felt responsible for per! 
transactions. The effort had taken 
both Oiobanifar and Khashoggi . In 1 
proceeded as planned in July 1986, I 


Roy that they had kept their word keeping • 
!t, but now felt no compunction to do so in the 
! of the MacFarlane trip. Roy stated that he 
persuading Khashoggi to help finance these 
Iken considerable courage both on- the part of 
In Roy’s opinion if the transactions had 
36, the hostage issue would have been resolved 


dealing with the Iranian Government, t 
current publicity about these transact 
near-’term hope of obtaining Iran's suj 
additional hostages. The damage that 
the Canadians is potentially signifies 
aware! of all of the transactions that 


switching to anot her c hannel by the United States in 
ian Government, hfiHB, had destroyed this process. The 
it these transactKI^Brobably has foreclosed any 
lining Iran's supCHHn securing the release of 
The damage that IwSabccur from the legal efforts of 
itially significag^fcecially because the Canadians are 
:ansactions that ifggycurred over the past 14 to 16 


b. His approach to the US Government appears to be a last-ditch 
effort to try to pressure the government to take some action, for example, 
ensuring another shipment of arms through Oiobanifar. 

. c. Some very nasty allegations against the US government and key 
officials will be made if the Canadians bring civil suit, although much of 
what they know is speculation and cannot be proven. I 

d. The fallout from any litigation by the Canadians ma^^^^^oo 
significant, especially since the press already have major ^^H^^Bhe 
back channel effort with Iran. 

!e. When dealing with lean, every faction — to some exte^Knus^HJ 
taken into account. The fact that Oiobanifar kept AyatoiLaflMtt|fi|Bk 
fully informed on his initiatives with the United StatesfttH^^HBHfc 
radicals around Montazeri have decided to use the HacFa^B^W^^^BBB 
contacts by Iranians with the United States ds a way t^Hftk 
Rafsanjani's moderate faction. Oiobanifar, fitter an qggBS, may havBBI 
actually encouraged radical elements to expose those contacts, although 
the 'arrest of Hehdi Hashemi probably finally triggered the action by the 
radicals . j 
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CHAPTER 16. SUMMARY: THE IRAN INITIATIVE 
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CHAPTER 17. EXPOSURE AND CONCEALMENT INTRODUCTION 
THIS CHAPTER DOES NOT CONTAIN FOOTNOTES. 
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CHAPTER 18. OCTOBER 1986: EXPOSURE THREATENED 
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Investigation of Southern Air Transport 


JUf:TEM:anc 


William F. Weld 
Assistant Attorney General 
Criminal Division 


John L. Martin, Chief 
Internal Security Section 
Criminal Division 


Attached hereto is a copy of a memorandum, dated October 31, 
1986, from Judge Webster to Assistant Director Floyd Clarke- of 
the Bureau's Criminal Investigative Division. Briefly, Judge 
Webster's memorandum advises that in accordance with a request 
from Associate Attorney General Steve Trott, the Bureau was to 
suspend its ongoing investigation of the captioned matter for a 
period of 10 days, because of possible prejudice to "some 
sensitive hostage negotiations." 


As you know, this matter involves Eugene Rasenfus, the crew 
member of the C123 aircraft shot down over Nicaragua on October 7, 
1986. The Bureau is anxious to resume its investigation, but, 
even though the 10-day period requested by Steve Trott has expired, 
it is unwil-ling to do so without the Department's approval. 


Unless you advise to the contrary, I intend to advise the 
Bureau that it is free to resume its investigation without 
further delay. 

Attachment 
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Mr. Ralph 0. Martin 
Department of Justice 
315 9th Street, N.W. 
Public Integrity Attorney 
Washington, O.C. 20530 


J 6956 


Oear k 


. Martin: 




This Is to confirm cur telephone conversation of November 
10, 1986 , regarding the results of our initial Inquiry into U.S. 
Customs Service criminal investigations of alleged violations of 
the Arms Export Control Act and the Nicaragua Sanctions as they 
relate to certain persons identified in Senator Kerry's report. 


As explained, the data provided in Senator Kerry’s report 
was cross checked with the criminal indices of the Treasury 
Enforcement Communications System (TECS), and Headquarters files. 
In addition, Customs Offices of Enforcement in Miami and Atlanta 
were contacted. For ycur information TECS records are indexed 
by name and other identifying data. TECS query of the names 
furnished, resulted in 21 matches. There were, however, numerous 
instances in which matches could not be refined as there were too 
many records in the universe. For example, the name John Hull 
resulted in 293 possible matches. Consequently, without further 
identifying data we are not able tc determine if a record e 


for some of the persons named. 


viol 


alleged 


i Air 


l their exportation to Central America of a C-123' 
a Special Agent in Charge, Miami, has initiated an 
inveH^BSon into the matter. The investigation hinges on a 
determination as to the licensability of the aircraft, and this 
matter has been referred to the Department of State, Office. of 
Munitions Control. This investigation Is being conducted with 
the Special Agent in Charge, Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
Miami, Florida, who has assumed investigative Jurisdiction over 
possible violations of the Neutrality Statutes and the Boland 
Amendment. The FBI therefore would best be able to respond tc 
your question regarding ownership and financing of the aircraft. 
Customs has, hcwever, determined that the aircraft in question 
was sold by Ooan Helicopter in March 1986, for J475,C00, to 
Southern Air Transport acting on behalf of Udall Research Ccrp. 
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7 November 1986 


Meeting with Boy H. Furmark 



1. Roy H. Furmarl 
on 5 November 1986 to 
with Roy on the afternoon of 6 
provided further informati on on 
shutdown of the Oiobanifarf“““ 
the conversation with Boy: 

' a. The Canadian investors 
transactions with Iran have retail 
against Xhashoggi and the offshori 
they paid the $11 million to covei 
Canadians told Roy that they woul< 

Lakeside on Monday, 10 November, and that they intended to implicate ii 
the limitation directly senior levels of the US Government. Roy claimed, 
however, that the Canadians had agreed— -at his request— to withhold filing 
the suit until 17 November. 

b. After the release of Jacobson, the Canadian* began to press 
Qiobanifar and Xhashoggi for repayment of the money! owed, 
the Canadians that the latest transaction did not involve f 
t the United States was 'dealing direct’ witjn the I 


rw York operations, called 
king with me in Washington. I met 
‘ :he Key Bridge Marriott Hotel. He 
that is occurring with the 
The following are highlights of 


$11 million to finance the arms 
hington law firm to bring suit 
Lakeside, the firm into which 
: of Hawk missile parts. The 
ing suit against Xhashoggi and 


c. The Canadians tend to believe Qiobanifar 
their lawyers block Qiobanl far's account in 
been transferred into Qiobanifac's account ii 
to. Iran, Credit Suisse would have automata 
the Canadians' account in the Bank of Montreal' 


<»vl ms 


icussro 






are extremely angry, they are pressing Khashoggi 
ive that the Iranian Ctovernment has paid money to 
>f additional arms having been sent to Iran. They 
release could only have resulted from another arms 


The Canadians involved are Douglas Fraser, a financier who 

' " * yman Islands, and Ed Hiller, who operates out of 

The third indivichial involved in the investment 
y could not rememberjiis name) who lives in Los 
The swami knows a nusber of prominent Congressmen 
ntioned) and even advises the Sultan of Brunei . The swami 
•t and Miller to be patient, but the two Canadians are 
w determined to recover their money. 

f. The Canadians intend to expose fully the OS Government's role in 
the back channel arms transactions with Iran. They believe lakeside to be 
a proprietary of the US Government; they know that former Major General 
Richard Seccord is heavily involved in managing the arms transactions to 
Iran for Oliver L. North, and tha^^ord is also involved in assisting 

e Canadians orig 
h Khashoggi and Ghobanifar, 
sanctioned by the US Government, 
politics of the US-Iranian equat: 

Million. Miller, a tough — J ’ 
to get his money back. 

h. In addition to bringing si^^&inst Lakeside and Khashoggi a 
exposing US Government involvemenfHw ie arms transactions, the Canadians 
intend to use the swami to lobby key Congressmen. The Canadians believe 
that they have been swindled and that the money paid by Iran for the arm 
may have been siphoned off to support the Contras in Nicaragua. The 
Canadians originally expected to be repaid in thirty days; it has now be. 
six months and they have received only $1.1 million. 

' i. While Qnbanifar managed the channel to Tehran, he coordinated h; 
initiatives in a variety of ways with all significant faction^j^ Iran. 
Clearly, whoever is running the new channel has failed tr 
devastating mistake. j 

2. Roy stated that he would endeavor to identify 
Canadians have retained and would call me on 7 November, 
understanding that the law firm in question at one time 
involving President Nixon. The Canadians have told Khas 
already lost $S million as a result of their ill-fated 
part, Khashoggi is demoralized and is unable to correct 
his own financial difficulties. Oiobanifar, according 
sums of his own personal fortune over the past 18 montt 
described Qiobanifar as an excellent broker with extraoi 
contacts in Western Europe, the Middle East, and Iran. Oxibanifar, however, 




s angry and bitter and his health is now inpaired. 
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g if ic suggestions on how to solve the financial 

ehow $10 Billion should be paid into Qicbanifar's 
ccount lAaber 283838-92-1). Because Qnbanifac's 
totally blocked, the money would siaply be 
s. All the Canadians have are checks from 
hecks that are worthless. Roy reaffirmed that 
ve been able to pay off the other investor— an Arab 
stated that he and Riashoggi may see the Canadians 
e to request more time, but they were not sanguine 
from such a meetingr ‘ 


curing the release of 
r from the legal efforts of 
ally because the Canadians ar 
red over the past 14 to 19 


aving persuaded Adnan to put up 


b. His approach to the US Government appears to be a last-ditch 
effort to tty to pressure the government to take same action, for example, 
ensuring another shipment of arms through Qiobanifar. 

. c. Some very nasty allegations against the US Government and key 
officials will be made if the Canadians bring civil suit, although much of 
what they know is speculation and cannot be proven, t 

d. The fallout from any litigation by the Canadians 
significant, especially since the press already have major 
back channel effort with Iran. 

le. When dealing with Iran, every faction — to some exuS^Knu^^^K 
taken into account. The fact that Oiobanifac kept Ayatoj&dKM|flHK 
fully informed on his initiatives with the United Scat- Jfc -*y \j ! II .- i 
radicals around Hontazeci have decided to use the 

contacts by Iranians with the United States as a way tflftk ^Bfl 
Rafsanjani's moderate faction. Chobanifar, bitter an<jH«, may havSB 
actually encouraged radical elements to expose those contacts, although 
the 'arrest of Nehdi Hashemi probably finally triggered the action by the 
radicals. ; 
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prosperous Iran pursuing nodarita poMclas »n0 p-act icing fritwfship »nd ■ 
Tolerance for Us people and other -aaciuns. .. _ 


Vo seek a peaceful solution to tho conflict betuoon Iron ana Irsg abler 

leave* ooch country elth Its prld# and Iti territory Intact. Our policy n*s 
Jt P Hf-t * 

been and continues to be to rostrtln shlpnaats^to either combatant that couid 
alter the balance or prolong the uar. Any contacts and discussions ee hare 
had have boon alula Ult policy frannart. 

It has booh and will ronain sun pel Icy not to raaard hostage takers oy 
meeting their daatnds. Ve acctpt and seek the help of other governoentt In 
-ernvering our hostages. U us. It M#a**-«f -oorpoTIcy to recoinl?e'aRd~-v >i 
- encourage; "boDi tangibly Mflntanglbly, responsible behavior oy governments . 
uhith may in the past have s p an s t rad terrorist actions. And if this eere :o ' 
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rtw decision to pursue tMs dlalogurettn iron aloost a year ag 6 
«« ***' folly <H(MU4 ultteoy principal advisory I Wt tn«t • 
tho responsibilities of ay office regeired m to otU to# difficult poetic* 
to proceed. booring in oinO that there wore Hit*, but olto toot the Ijrg.-.,,-, 
security intereitt of our country nog Id bo served by the reettablisiMer.t o' 
contdct and dialogue on strategic issues ulth the governoont of I -an. 
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At* you going to have a lot of people at the meeting - uh state 
and uh Defence? over. Thia ia John. Oh, we could do it uh 
however you'd like. Uh, I want to, I'd like to apend aome time 
just the two of ua, uh but if the, Ed Meeae indicated uh he'd, 
he ahould want to be helpful and ao he would like to be in at 
leaat one of the meetings. over. Ah, you, you aet whatever 
time you'd like for.ua to get together and have a little talk 
ouraelvea, then I’ll have. I'll handle a meeting any time you 
aet it, and I'll be there and I'll see you then on Thursday. 
Over. This ia John, Roger. I'll do that and thank you very 
much and i'll see you on Thursday, over. This ia (garble) 

Roger . Out. ' 


Central, Central, thia is Postman. We'r.e clearing that 
(garble) and we're back to common. Thank you very much for 
that call* We're clearing that with the White House, Central. 
Thank you very much for the call. 
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IsraelJaeliverW 18 VI HAWK missiles to Iran^E^ 
Hostage Locating Task Force (HLTF) formed at CIA. 


U.^u^j^i^T^l^iOO TOWs to Iran via 

U.S. hostage Peter Kilburn murdered i 
for U.S. raid on Libya. 


— Return U.S. hostages. 

— End Iran-Iraq war. 

Establish a correct relatio; 

- UNWIED 


ship with Iran. Jj 
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TOP SECRET 2 

May 23: 

May 24: 

May 25-27 

Jun 1 0 : 

Jul 26: 

® Aug 03: 

Sep 19-20 

Oct 06: 

Oct 26: 

(25 Oct 29: 

Nov 02: 

Nov 07: 




U.S. delivers 508 TOWs to Israel (replacements). 



McFarlane party to Tehran. Some of the 240 hawk 
missile parts accompany the party. 

Rafsanjani news conference containing possible 
"signal* that Iran wanted improved relations with 
the U.S. 

Father Jenco released. 

Remainder of 240 HAWK missile parts delivered to 


Discussions in Washington with new Iranian 
intermediary. 



U.S. representatives meet Iranian representatives 


Frankfurt meeting of U.S. and Iranian 
representatives. 

500 TOW missiles delivered to Iran^g,^. t ? t — 
David Jacobsen released. 

500 TOW missiles delivered to Israel 
(replacments) . 



09: 


Uanning meeting at CIA. 


15: 


Terms of Reference (TOR) approved for establii 
a strategic dialogue with Iran. D.S. objectiv 


Return U.S. hostages. 

End Iran-Iraq war. 

Establish a correct relationship with Ira 
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fellows. 


r Mt with Israeli effleisls —* Iranian 
elssr ths natu~ ^ —r interest in a dialogue 
this wMiag, Hr. NcFarlane stated that our goals 


- -flitting the I ran- Iraq S 


Convincing Iran to cease its support for terrorise and 
radical subversion. 

Helping ensure the territorial integrity of Iran and acting 
in concert against Soviet activities in the region. 


Using their influence over radical groups in Lebanon to 
bring about the release of the hostages. 


In January. IMS, the President approved a covert action Finding 
directing that the intelligence coaemnity proceed with special 
activitiea aiasd at accomplishing the goals set forth above. The 
escalation of tensions with Libya, including the April strike, 
prevented further dialogue from taking place until the Iranians 
contacted the intermediary in lata April, 1»SS. At that point, 
the Iranian expatriate advised us that the leadership in Tehran 


On Hay IS, the President 
national Security Advisor 
offlosr. members of ths HC 
interlocutors on a trip to ‘ 




TflP- ; SECRET- 


DRAFT 




B The Iranians also 

■proffered, and the U.S. aceaptad, tha of far of a Soviat T-72 
tank eapturad from Iraq. At a furthar demonstration of u.S. 
•arnast, Israal providad Iran with an additional increment of 
dafansiva missiles on October 39. 

■H BBWWWWMw know that moderate factions in 
WZzui pr aval lad ovar aora radical elements to use thair influanca 
ovar tha Sitballah, enabling tha novamber 2 ralaasa of David 
Jacobson. Jacobson's ralaasa was assistad by tha afforts of 
Tarry Waite, who was on-scene in bairut whah it occurrad. 


late-October whan it ravoalad tha contact with tha g 
tarn of tha contact. Tha aodarata political laadars a 
constrainad to sattla thair intaraal political problems 
procaadinq with tha budding ralationship with tha M|f 
ravalations in Tahran raqardinq tha McFarla na njjt fllon a re damon- 
strable avidancs of the intarnalpowajs^-jaSTaT Tha arrest of 
radical leader tehdi JtjtUWiT'a close confident of Aytollah 
Montezari, for ac$ A-'tff tarrorisa and treason has exacerbated tha 
internal Our problaa with tha host aqas is also coeq>li- 

ca f 4 TW waning Iranian influence in Lebanon due in part to 
financial constraints and tha fact that tha Libyans are axpandinq 
thair contacts with aora radical Hitballah « laments . 


It is important to note that since the initiation of tha USG 
contact with Iran there has boan no evidence of Iranian 
qovernaant complicity in acts of tarrorisa aqainst tha U.5. We 
believe that tha September -October kidnappinqs of Reed, Cicippio, 
and Tracy ware undertaken in an effort to undermine tha nascent 
U.S. -Iranian strataqic dialoque and axacarbata tha itnernal 
Iranian power struggle. Further, tafsanjani’s speech on Moveaber 
4 intentionally misrepresented a number of essential facts in 
order to preserve latitude for both parties. Throughout this 
process, the USG has acted within the limits of established 
policy and in compliance with all O.S. law. Tha shipment of 
1.00S TOWS and US SAMI aissile parts was undertaken under the 
provisions of a covert action Finding. All relevant Cabinet 
Officers have been apprised throughout. The Congress was not 
briefed on the eovsrt action Finding due to the extraordinary 
sensitivity of the Iranian contacts and tha potential conse- 
quences for our strategic position in Southwest Asia. Finally, 
our efforts to achieve the release of the hostages in Lebanon 
must continue to roly on discreet contacts sad intermediaries who 
cannot perform if they are revealed. * m. . 

* * - ' 
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(Historical Chronology-) 
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U.S. /IRANIAN CONTACTS AND THE AMERICAN HOSTAGES /7-/y 

From the earliest months following the Islamic revolution in 
Iran, the U.S. Government has attempted to reestablish official 
contact with that government in order to discuss strategic 
developments in this critical part of the world and reconstruct a 
working relationship. Even before President Reagan came to 
office the U.S. Government agreed to try to expand security, 
economic, political, and intelligence relationships at a pace 
acceptable to Tehran. In the fall of 1979, the U.S. undertook 
three secret missions to Tehran! 


— October 1979 - 


When these meetings and the secret November 1, 1979 meeting in 
Algiers, between 8r2ezinski and Prime Minister Bazargan, became 
public in Iran, they helped precipitate the takeover of the U.S. 
Embassy by radical elements and led to the resignation of the 
Bazargan government. These events have adversely influenced 
Iran's subsequent willingness to engage in any direct contact 
with the USG. 

Despite mutual difficulties involved in re-establishing normal 
relations, our strategic interests in the Persian Gulf mandate 
persistent efforts to establish a dialogue. In this regard, it 
is notable that only a few major countries do not have relations 
with Iran — Egypt, Jordan, Morocco, Israel, South Africa, and 
the United States. Even Iraq continues to have diplomatic 
relations with Iran. 

Iran is the key to a region of vital importance to the West, yet 
it is increasingly threatened by growing Soviet military power 
and political influence along its borders and inside its 
territory. Over the course of the last two years, the Soviets 
and their surrogates have moved actively to gain greater 
influence in the Gulf: 

— The Soviets believe that once Khomeini dies, they will have 
an excellent opportunity to influence the formation of a 
government in Tehran that serves Soviet strategic interests 
in the area. 
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— Communist nations have bacon* th* principal ana suppllars 
to Iran — making Iran depandent on this source of supply in 
contending with an increasingly strengthened Iraq. This 
leads us to the conclusion that the Soviets may well be 
attempting to pursue their own revolution in Iran. That is, 
by fueling both sides in the conflict, th* Soviets could 
well encourage a disastrous ‘final offensive* by Iran that 
would precipitate a political disintegration in Iran, 
leaving a power vacuum which the Soviets could exploit. 
Specifically, the indicators of Communist influence in Iran 
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CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS; U.S. 


ParKsSy DeclassKtf/rtfew 


-Iran Dialogue d 


Michael Ledeen- suggests to- the NSC' that Israeli 
contacts may be useful in obtaining release of th 
U.S. hostages in Lebanon. Ghorbanifar is 
introduced to Ledeen and the NSC as an Iranian 
intermediary. 


Jeremy Levin escaped. 


TWA-847 hijacking. Last known instance c 
Iranian-supported terrorism against U.S. 
nationals. 


509 TOW missiles delivered to Iran (Tabriz ?j . 
Reverend Benjamin Weir released. 


Islamic Jihad claimed it murdered U.S. hostage 
William Buckley in retaliation for Israeli 
in Tunis. , 


IsraelJaeliverW 18 Vfc hawk missiles to Iran} 
Hostage Locating Task Force (HLTF) formed 
Nir became primary Israeli POC. 


raids' ^ 


Presidential Finding on Iran. 

. delivers 1.000 TOWs to Iran via Israel. 


Ghorbanifar arrested in Switzerland for.. 
Planning meeting at CIA. 


-- Establish a correct relationship with Iran. <*, 
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May 23: 

May 24 : 

May 25-27 

Jun 10: 

Jul 26: 

® Aug 03: 

Sep 19-20 

Oct : 3 s 

Oct 06: 

Oct 26: 

© Oct 29: 

Nov 02: 

Nov 07: 
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CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS : U.S. -Iran Dialocue 


' 7 <->■' au 

-11/07/86 
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1985 
Feb 14: 
Jun 14: 

Sep 1 : 

Sep fc: 

Sep 14: 
Oct 03: 

<7-1# 

NovG-V : 

t?«* *-e : 

Dec 20: 
Dec Zy 

1986 
Jan 06: 
Feb' 14 
Apr 17: 

Apr 22: 
May 09: 
May IS: 


Michael Ledeen suggests to the NSC that Israeli 
contacts may be useful in obtaining release of the 
U.S. hostages in Lebanon. Ghorbanifar is 
introduced to Ledeen and the NSC as an Iranian 
intermediary. 


Jeremy Levin escaped. 


TWA-847 hijacking. Last known instance of 
Iranian -supported terrorism against U.S. 
nationals. 



50f TOW missiles delivered to Iran (Tabriz 7) . 


Reverend Benjamin Weir released. 


Israel^eliveri# 18 4 


k HAWK missiles t 


Hostage Locating Task Force (HLTF) formed at CIA. 


Nir became primary Israeli POC. 


V 


Presidential Finding on 1 
7 

U.^de^i^r^^ 00 TOWs 


Iran via Israel. 


U.S. hostage Peter Kilburn murdered in retaliation 
for U.S. raid on Libya. 


Ghorbanifar arrested in Switzerland for... 


Planning meeting at CIA. 

Terms of Reference (TOR) approved for establishing 
a strategic dialogue with Iran. U.S. objectives: 

— Return U.S. hostages. 

-- End Iran-Iraq war. 

-- Establish a correct relationship 

- ram 


(S 

^ Iran. 

^ A 
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On September 14, 1985, Reverend Benjamin Weir was released in X 
Beirut by the Islamic Jihad Organization. This release was 
preceded by an intense effort on the part of Mr. Terry Waite, the 
Special Emissary of the Archbishop of Canterbury. To this date, 
Mr. Waite remains the onl y Jjesterner to ever meet directly with 
the Leb ■ _ ^ ^ - 

■re l a a s ^ ^n^^S. acquiasca^t^Tn Israeli delivery of military 
supplies (508 TOWs) to Tehran. U.S. acquiescence in this Israeli 
operation was based on a decision at the highest level to exploit 
the existing Israeli channels with Tehran in an effort to 
establish an American, strategic dialogue with the’ Iranian 
government. 


Throughout the remainder of 1985, the USG maintained contact with 
the Iranian expatriate. A number of meetings were conducted in 
Europe including NSC, CIA, Israeli, and Iranian representatives. 

From the outset, the U.S. side sought to arrange a direct meeting <9 
with high-level Iranian officials. In December, 1985, the ' 

National Security Advisor met with the Israeli official and the * 
Iranian contact to make clear the nature of our interest ir. a 
dialogue with Iran. At this meeting, Mr. McFarlane stated that 
our goals were as follows: 


- Ending the Iran-Iraq War on honorable terms. 

Convincing Iran to cease its support for terrorism and 
radical subversion. 

- Helping ensure the territorial integrity of Iran and 
coordinating ways in which we might counter Soviet 
activities in the region. 

He made clear that any such dialogue could not develop without 
the prior release of U.S. hostages. He also made clear that we 
could not engage in trading arms for hostages. 

In January, 1986, the President approved a covert action Finding 
directing that the intelligence community proceed with special 
activities aimed at accomplishing the goals set forth above. The 
escalation of tensions with Libya, including the April 14 strike, 
prevented further dialogue from taking place until the Iranians -> 
contacted the intermediary (Gorbanifar) in late April, 1986. At f 
that point, the Iranian expatriate advised us that the leadership 
in Tehran was prepared to commence a secret dialogue with the _ 

United States along the lines of our established goals, we 
believe that the Iranians were stimul*t^^tt^||^^h^contact by 
the murder hostage Peter Kilburn 

allegedly in retaliation for the U.S. raid on Libya. -me Iranian 
expatriate told the NSC and CIA officers, who met with him, that 
the Iranians did not wish to be accused of any culpability in 
Kilburn' s death. 
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In June of 1965, in the midst of the TWA-847 hijacking, the 
Israeli officials in direct contact with the Iranian expatriate 
asked him to use his influence wjith senior Iranian officials to 
obtain the release of the hijackod passengers. Two days after 
this of 

time, and Iranian Foreign Minister Velayati both intervened with 
the captors. Rafsanjani, in hits speech on November 4, 1986, for 
the first time publicly acknowledged his role in this matter. 


In September of 1985, the Israelis advised that they were close 
to achieving a breakthrough ifn their contact with Iran and would 
proceed unless we objected, lit is important to note that the 
yU.S. had long been aware of Ssraeli efforts to maintain discreet 
contact with Iran and to prcfvide Iran with assistance in its war 
witfrslraq. Despite long-teipn U.S. efforts to convince the 
t to desla — frill'TSefTS.,.,, ■i.^.asevide limited military 
and industrial techno loa' to Iran. The USG jua9#SS^“ at . the 

t — ^ - iii Hum hi iTipiirr 
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See Hearing Exhibits OLN-19 and JMP-95 
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NOT* FROM: ROMRT MCFABUNE 
Subject: Chronology 

**» Forwarding not# from NSRCM --CPU* 
To: NSJMP —CPU*. JOHN H. POINDEXTER 


UNCLASSIFIED^ 

nto 


Partially aecl3ssifi«d / Released nn k duf/ft? 
ander provisions of E.0. 12356 
by 2. Reger, National Security Council 


have just finished reading the chronology. Much of i 
> first time- -primarily the material on what went on 
an not really able to comment on how to deal with th 


It seems to me that I ought to limit my input to what I recall from my 
involvement before Jan '86 and then from the May meeting. In that context, I 
would recommend deleting all material starting on the 11/17 (2000) version at 
page three, penultimate para (i.e. In 1985 , a private...) down Through the 
third para on the following page (ending with. . .strategic dialogue with the 
Iranian government.) and replace with the following. 


"In July of 1985, during a visit co Washington, an Israeli diplomat advised 
National Security Advisor, Robert McFarlane, chat Israel had established a 
channel of communication with authoritative elements in Iran who were 
interested in determining whether the United States was open to a discraat, 
high level dialogue with them. The Iranians were described as comprising the 
principal figuras of the government (i.e. Speaker of the Majlis Rafsanjani and 
Prime Minister Musavi) and as being devoted to a reorientation of Iranian 
policy. 

Ac this first meeting, McFarlane went co great length co draw out the Israeli 
diplomat as to why he found the Iranian proposal credibla, given the events of 
the past 6 years. He replied that their exheustive analysis had gone beyond 
the surface logic deriving from the chaos and decline within Iran and the 
degenerative effects of the war, to more concrete tests of the willingness of 
the Iranians to take personal risks (i.e. by exposure of themselves in 
meetings with Israelis co compromise es well as by the tranfer of extremely 
sensitive intelligence on the situation (and political lineup) within Iran; 
information which was proven valid). 

The Israeli asked for our position/agreeing to open such a dialogue. No 
mention was made of any pre-conditions or Iranian priorities. McFarlane 
conveyed this proposal to the President (in the presence of the Chief of 
Staff). The President said that he believed such a dialogue would be 
worthwhile at least, co che point of determining the validity of the 
interlocutors. This was conveyed back to the Israeli diplomat. 
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CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS : U.S.-Iran Dialogue 


Michael Ledeen suggested to the NSC that Israeli 
contacts may be useful in obtaining release of the 
(J.S. hostages in Lebanon. Ghorbanifar was 
introduced to Ledeen and the NSC as an Iranian 
intermediary. 


Feb 14: 


Aug 30: 
Sep 01: 

Sep 14: 
Oct 04: 


Jeremy Levin escaped. 

TWA-847 hijacking. Iranian government officials, 
contacted by Israelis and Ghorbanifar, help in 
obtaining the release of four Americans held 
separately from the^rest of the hijacked passen- 
gers. Last known instance cff Iranian influenced 
group perpetrating terrorism against U.S. nationals. 


508 TOW missiles delivered to Iran from Israel. 



Reverend Benjamin Weir released. 


Islamic Jihad claimed it murdered U.S. hostage 
William Buckley in retaliation for Israeli raids 
in Tunis. 


dr 


London with Waite ar.c Gherbar.i 

[reel delivers 18 HAWK missiles to Iranjp 


Dec 06-08: Meeting in London with.... 

Dec 20: Hostage Locating Task Force (HLTF) formed at CIA. 

Dec 22: Ghorbanifar to U.S. for talks with U.S. officials^. 

Dec 23: Nir became primary Israeli POC. #*T 
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Jan 06: 

Feb 05-07: 

Feb 19-21: 

v c< 

Feb 14i 
Feb 20-21: 
■ ,fJ *' Apr 17: 

Apr 22: 

Presidential Finding on Iran. 

Meetings in Geneva with Nir and Ghorbanifar (CIA 
and NSC) . 

Meetings in London and Frankfurt (Ghorbanifar 

U.S. delivers 1,000 TOWs to Israel. 

1,000 TOWS delivered to Tehran from Israel. 

U.S. hostage Peter Kilburn murdered in retaliation 
for U.S. raid on Libya. 

Ghorbanifar arrested in Switzerland for indebtness 
apparently related to the FBI sting of arms sales 
to Iran by private citizens fro.- the U.S., 

May 09: 

May 15: 

May 22-28: 
May 23: 

Germany, and Israel. 

Planning meeting at CIA. 

Terms of Reference (TOR) approved for establishing 
a strategic dialogue with Iran. U.S. objectives: 

Establish a correct relationship with Iran. 

— End Iran-Iraq war. 

Return U.S. hostages. 

Meetings in Londo^jPHH^CyprusT (^^■l^and 
Tel Aviv (Nir and Rabin) . v '~ 

U.S. delivers 508 TCWs to Israel (replacements) . 

May 25-27: 
Jun 10: 

Jun 30-Jul 
TOP SECRET 

McFarlane party to Tehran. Some of the 240 HAWK 
missile parts accompany the party. 

Rafsanjani news conference containing possible 
’signal* that Iran wanted improved relations with 
the U.S. 

02: Ghorbanifar in U.S. for discussions with CIA and 

vvWfSEGfflfl' 
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Jul 26-28 

Jul 26: 


Remainder of 240 HAWK missile pe 
Tehran. 


Meetings in Frankfurt (Ghorbanifar , Nir, NSC, and 
Father Jenco released. 
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See Hearing Exhibit OLN-24 
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CHAPTER 20. NOVEMBER 1986: 


THE ATTORNEY GENERAL'S INQUIRY 
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November 21. 1986 
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12 12 14 12 16 17 16 
19 20 21 22 23 24 22 
26 27 28 29 30 31 


Appointmant Schadula. 
Admiral Poindaxtar 


00*33 


0 : 00AM 
0 : 30AM 
0:42AM 


1:30PM 
1:45PM 
1 : 33PM 


Housa Barmanant Salact Coasnittaa on Intalliganea * Sit la 
DOM (McDanial to attand) 

Sanata Salact Committaa on Intalli(anca • Sit Rm 
(P/Mtg w/Sanators Robart Oola 6 Robart Byrd - Oval) 

P/NSS (Kaal handlad) 

P/Photo-Op v/Praa Namphy of Haiti • Oval (Kaal handlad) 
Don Ragan ' a ofe to saa Larry Spaakas 
Praaidant (Oval) 

Raturnad with AG Maaaa 

P/Mtg v/Sae Wainbargar - Oval 

Ron Sabla & Paul Thompion 

(P/Photoa v/Daparting Aabassadori - Oval) 

(P/Photos w/l'S Ambassadors • Oval) 

Photo w/Riehard lavina, Sylvia lavina, mothar 4 Ann Diamc 
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See Hearing Exhibits OLN-69A, JMP-81, and DTR-5 
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7/26/87 


12:18 p .m. 


CHRONOLOGY OF 
NOVEMBER 20-25, 1986 
JUSTICE DEPARTMENT INQUIRY 




- (pre-10: 15 a.m.): 

Meese calls Casey. 

12:00 p.m. - 1:15 p.m. : 

Meese, Cooper, Reynolds, Bolton, Richardson- have 
luncheon meeting re: Casey testimony, 

1:30 p.m. - 3:00 or 3:30 p.m.: 

Meese, Casey, Gates, Poindexter, North, Cooper, 
and Thompson meet in Poindexter’s office re: Casey, 
testimony. Cooper discovers discrepancy in 
testimony. 

3:27 p.m. - : 

Burns returns ta call from Sofaer, who advises him 
of problems with Casey testimony. 


3:50 p.m. - : 

Burns tells Sofaer that the Attorney General has 
been advised of problems, but that Meese is aware 
of facts that explain everything. 

3:30 p.m. - 5:45 p.m.: 

Cooper is called into Wallison's office, with 
Thompson. Sofaer calls during meeting to say 
there is a problem with Casey's testimony. 
Sofaer tells Cooper he has spoken to Burns and is 
not satisfied with the response. 


6:30 p.m. - 7:00 p.m.: 

Sofaer calls Cooper about his concerns. Tells 
Cooper of contemporaneous State Department notes 
contradicting Casey's proposed testimony. Sofaer 
threatens to have the State Department (testifying 
with Casey) dispute any false statements made at 
the hearing and also says he will resign unless 
testimony corrected. 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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McFarlane calls Sofaer and Shultz seeking copies' 
of State Department notes relating to 1985 arris 
shipments. 


North meets with Green. 

6: 09 p.m. - : 

Meese receives call from Webster. 

6:20 or 6:25 p.m. - 6:40 or 6:45 p.m.: 

Meese, Cooper. Reynolds, and Richardson meet. 
Bolton joins the meeting from 6:30 to 6:35 p.m. 

«=55 p.m. - : 

Meese calls Weinberger. 

7:05 p.m. - : 

Meese calls Casey. 

“ Shultz calls Meese; interview is arranged for 
next morning. 


Richard Miller drives North to Green's office. 
Either on this drive or previous day, North tells 
Miller Meese has advised him to retain counsel. 


Saturday, November 22. 

2:00 a.m. - 7:00 a .m.: . 

McGinnis 

8:00 a.m. - 9:20 a.m.: 

Meese and Cooper interview Shultz, with Charlie 
Hill present. 

9:30 a.m. - : 

Gates speaks to Poindexter on secure line. 

9: 45 or 9:50 a.m. - 10:00 a.m.: 

Meese meets with Cooper. 

9:50 a.m. - : 

North speaks to Poindexter. 

9:55 a.m. - : 

Casey calls Meese. ; 
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10:00 a.m. - 10:30 a. in.: 

Meese, Cooper, Reynolds, Richardson meet. 

10:15a.m.- : 

Meese speaks to Poindexter. 

10:40 a.m. - : 

Neese calls Thompson (Cor Cooper). 

10:45 a.m. - : 

Heese calls Poindexter. 

10:58 a.m. - 11:07 a.m.: 

Poindexter speaks to Bush. 

11:10 a.m. - 12:45 p.m.: 

Meese and Cooper interview CIA General Counsel 
Sporkin. 

11:38 a.m. - : 

Poindexter speaks to Casey. 

12:05 p.m. - : 

Reynolds and Richardson examine NSC files. Paul' 
Thompson and Bob Earl present. 00J officials 
review documents ‘presented to them" and have 
copies made of those considered important. They 
discover early April memo that explicitly! refers 
to diversion. As they are leaving. North arrives 
and indicates he was aware they would be in NSC 
offices; volunteers to answer questions. 
According to North, he shreds documents while 
Reynolds and Richardson are in the office and 
continues while they are at lunch. 

1: 25 p.m. - 3:20 p.m. : 

Casey and Poindexter, have lunch. North joins 
them at 2:50 p.m. (until 3:40). Alton Keel may 
have been there briefly according to Poindexter. 
According to Poindexter, no discussion of diver- 
sion or of destruction of 1985 finding. At 2:52 
p.m., during the lunch, Regan calls Casey. 

1: 45 p .m. - 3:15 p.m.; 

Meese, Reynolds, Cooper, and Richardson have lunch 
at Old Ebbitt. Reynolds advises Meese of diver- 


UNCLASSIFIED 
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- 7*15 p.m.i 

Reynolds and Richardson return to NSC offices- 
- where North provides more documents. Nortfc 
indicates he expects 'to take the fall*. They do 
not review the files of Poindexter, McFarlane or 
Thompson. Richardson tells North that Meese 
wishes to meet with him. North tells Reynolds 
and Richardson he has retained an attorney. 


3:40 p.m. - : 

North calls Meese. Meese makes appointment with 
North to meet on 11/23 at 2:00 p.m. Agrees to 
allow North to go to church in morning. 

Casey calls Meese. 

5:40 p.m. - : * : 

Poindexter speaks to North. 

5:45 p.m. - : 

Meese meets with Casey at latter's home. They 
discuss Furmark and Canadian investors. Meese 
is 'sure' that Casey 'did not mention anything 
about Central America' and does not believe there 
was discussion of the contras or the Nicaraguan 


Cooper goes to CIA with McGinni 
Doherty, Dietel, Jameson, McHoffi 
Cooper has telephone conversation 





North speaks to Secord. 

9:45 a.ra. - : 

Cooper meets with Allen and Doherty. 
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>ut "shredding party". 
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he ever told the President; according to Meese, 
he does ask him, and Poindexter responds that he - 
has not told the President or Regan. ' 

Meese meets with Reagan and Regan. He relates 
Poindexter statements and discusses ’looking at 
what applicable criminal laws there might be." 
Meese later testifies that neither Regan nor 
Reagan "knew anything about this." 


Casey calls Cooper, after meeting with Furmark at 
the CIA. Asks what Cooper knows about "Lakeside 
Resources." 




Poindexter on secure phone. 


Regan talks to Casey about diversion. 


6: S3 p.m. - : 

Meese calls Poindexter. 



jeaday r November 25. 

6:30 a.m. - : 

Casey calls Meese. 

6:3$ or 6:40 a.m. - 6:45 or 7:00 a.m.: 

Meese meets with Casey at latter’s house. 
Richardson accompanies Meese in car, but is not 
present at meeting. According to Meese, Casey 
states that he had heard from Regan the previous 
evening about the diversion and that Poindexter 
was planning to resign. Casey tells Meese he will 
send him the Furmark memoranda. 

~ Regan calls Meese at Casey's. 


iMcussra 



Poindexter. Poindexter 


9:35 i 
10.05 
10:15 
10:25 


Green speaks to North. 

. - 10:10 a.m. : 

Poindexter meets with Neese. 

Heese attends NSC meeting with Reagan. 


unclassified 
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11:00 a.m. - 12:00 noon: 

Meeting with Congressional leadership. f 

11:45 a.m. - 12:00 noon: 

North's log indicates that Reynolds has telephone 
conversation with North and/or Green. 

12:00 noon - 12:48 p.m.: 

Meese press conference on diversion. 

12:03 p.m. - : 

Poindexter speaks to Casey on secure line. 




Reynold: 
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4:40 p.m. - : 

Meese has telephone conversation with Israeli 
Foreign Minister Peres. Peres states that 
Israelis handled no money, but merely told the 
Iranians what accounts to put it into. 

6:40 p.m. - : 

Meese meets with Richardson, Cribb, Burns, Trott, 
Reynolds, Cooper, Weld, Bolton, and Korten (to 
6:50 p.m.) on "press update/guidance" and possible 
criminal violations. 


Hall and North remove documents: exchange them in 
Green's car. 

7:00 p.m. - 8:30 p.m. : 

Cooper, Reynolds, and McGinnis meet with BUsan 
Crawford and 000 personnel to discuss Economy Act 
transfers and pricing. 

McFarlane calls Meese. 


Reynolds and Public Integrity Section lawyer 
William Hendricks meet with Green, despite 
objections from Criminal Division that Reynolds 
should not participate. Green represents Secord 
and requests immunity; he urges the Department 
not to apply for an independent counsel. 

2:00 p.m. - : 

Meese meets with Reagan. 

2:20 p.m. - : 

Meese meets with Burns, Cooper, Bolton, Cribb, 
Weld and representatives of the Criminal Division 
on Iran investigation. 


independent counsel. 



82-684 0-88-6 
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HE WHITE HOUSE 


September 4, 1987 


Zo 

£ V Z1 

Qo-ia? 


Dear Victoria: 

In accordance with the President's pledge to cooperate with the 
Select Committee's investigation and pursuant to the Select 
Committee's request for an "on the record" confirmation of 
certain matters, Barbara Browne has completed the enclosed 
Affidavit. 

We understand that the enclosed Affidavit will be used in lieu of 
a deposition and that we will be consulted before it is publicly 
cited or released. 

Thank you for your cooperation and understanding in this matter. 

Sincerely, 




Ms. Victoria Nourse 
Assistant Counsel 

Select Committee on Secret Military 
Assistance to Iran and the 
Nicaraguan Opposition 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Enclosure 





132 



I, BARBARA E. BROWNE, hereby state as follows: 

1. In July of 1986, I was employed as a secretary at the 
National Security Council, assigned to Lt. Col. Robert Earl and 
Commander Craig Coy. I worked in Suite 302 of the Old Executive 
Office Building, the same suite in which Lt. Col. Oliver North 
and his secretary. Fawn Hall, were located. 

2. On Monday, November 24, 1986, I arrived at work in Suite 
302. Sometime during the morning, Lt. Col. North said to me that 
the document shredder in the suite was jammed and not working. I 
looked at the shredder, and I noticed that the shred bag was 
full. I then called Ken Larkins and together with him, removed 
the shredder bag, taped it shut and set it outside the door of 
Suite 302 where, in accordance with standard procedures, it was 
removed in due course. 

3. From July 7, 1986, when I first began working in Suite 
302, the first time I recall seeing a full shredder bag was on 
Monday, November 24, 1986. During the period from July through 
November 1986, I used the shredder on one or two occasions to 
shred documents as requested by either Lt. Col. Earl, 

massifb 


Cat. yTTi i ln ii w ^Released on 
- Wi t l er p nwliiona of Efe - 
„y 3. Reger, national Security Council 






UMLASSIFIED 

Lt. Col. North or Commander Coy. On those occasions, I confirmed 
that they were certain the particular documents should be 
shredded. 

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is 


Barbara E. Browne 


Date: September 4, 1987 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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"extras' 1 and Rhyne thought It would be a good Investment. 

Wilson subsequently purchased the plane and Seeord asked 
Rhyne to look after It since he then lived near Dulles 
Airport. Rhyne agreed. Rhyne looked after maintenance of 
the aircraft and flew It a total of five to six times, locally 
and to his home area of Lafayette, Georgia. (Rhyne did 
consultant work for EATSCO In about late 1979 In connection 
with their looking to purchase a 707 Jet. He received about 
$5,700 for his work.) Rhyne said he was introduced by Seeord 
to Erich Von Marbod in about 1979 at Manassas, Virginia, 
airport. On that occasion, Seeord and Von Marbod flew together 
for about thirty minutes In Rhyne's aircraft. Rhyne said he 
was present, along with Ted Shaekley and others, at the Pentagon 
ceremony where Seeord received his .second star as an Air Porce 
General . 


Analysis of Secord's flight log for the Beechcraft 
Baron (voluntarily provided) reveals he used .the. plane..on 
"3I~b cessions during the period August IS, 197? - August 25, l?"? 
for a total of 59 flying hours. 
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girlfriend, Shirley Brill. Clines introducted Von Marbod to 
Quintero and said Von Marbod was a "friend". Initially, 

Quintero was at the swinging pool at Clines' residence when 
Von Marbod was there. Von Marbod was at the residence about 
one hour . 

In about the Fall of 1980, he again met Von Marbod 
at a lounge at the Springfield Hilton Hotel in Springfield, 

Virginia. Quintero was there with Clines and possibly Shirley 
Brill at that tine. During this contact, Von Marbod asked 
Quintero about the Cubans who were coming to the Miami, Florida, 
area that Fidel Castro had put out of Cuba. Also mentioned 
was United States action in putting these persons in "concentration” 
camps. This meeting with Von Marbod was at around 6:00 p.a., 
and lasted about thirty minutes, during which Von Marbod had 
two or three beers. 


Quintero said the only information he has about 
Von Marbod 's past position with phe government was what he 
had read about in newspaper articles. 

' .On. another. occasion, Qninrero was- at a party at - - 

Clines' condominium at the Roponda in Me Lean, Virginia. While 
there, he heard that Von Marbod was at the party also. 

Quintero recalled that Clines referred to Von Marbod 
as "Redhair" or "Redhead". 

Quintero said that Von Marbod was a friend of 
General Secord's and as Secord was a friend of Clines', that 
is how Clines knew Von :iarbod. 



Quintero said he never heard of any payments or 
gratuities being made by Clines to Von Marbod. 


Major General- Richard Secord : 

Quintero said he first met General Secord after see: 
Ton Clines arrive back from Southeast Asia in 1973. On that 
occasion he met Secord at a bar in northern Virginia with Tom 
Clines, and possibly other Southeast Asian military friends 
Secord's. Clin es introduced General Secord to Ouin tcrc 
that Secord hadH 
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He recalled that initially, General Secord was cold 
and distant towards him and would not let hia cone to his 
house. In this regard, he reaeabered that on one occasion 
Quintero and Clines and Clines' girlfriend, Shirley 3rill, 
were travelling together and Clines called Secord and said 
they were coning over to Secord's house. Clines said that 
Secord said, "Dump then", referring to Brill and Quintero, prior 
to coming to the house. 

Quintero indicated that his relationship with 
Secord is now much closer, and during the past year he has 
met Secord »" *» 


In about late July, 1982, Secord went on a trio 
abroad for about .ten days , which included travel to Egypt . . 

On his return, Clines, Quintero and Secord met at the same 
racket club, and although both Clines and Secord had rackets, 
they did not play racket ball. Instead, they went to Mr. 
Smith's Restaurant and Lounge. The conversation included talk 
about how busy Secord was in connection with meetings being 
held regarding the Lebanon crises. 

Quintero said that everytine he cones up to the 
Northern Virginia area, he and Clines and Secord go out and 
have drinks. He said Ted Shackley has attended these sessions 
on occasion also. 

He recalled that in about the Fall of 1981, at 
Charlie's Bar in Me Lean, Virginia, he was present with Secord, 
Clines and Shackley. On that occasion, Secord', Shackley and 
Clines sat by themselves and Quintero sat by hinself at the 
bar some distance away. 

Quintero mentioned that Torn Clines does not like to 
.be. alone and whenever, he is with Clines, Clines asks Quir.tero . 
- to -drive -his- car for him.- — " - • 

Quintero said that General Secord has been in uniform 
on occasion and r.ot in uniform on other occasions that he has 
seen him. 


Brussels. BelTiun Meeting : 

Quintero recalled that this meeting occurred before 
Ed Wilson was indicted in the United States. Quintero said 
he thinks that he came into Brussels with Clines from Geneva, 
Switserland , and General Secord was already there when they 
arrived. Ed Wilson was in Brussels and stayed at a different 
iiotel than he and Clines did.- 

The night before they were supposed to meet Wilson , 
they stayed in their hotel drinking. They then went to Wilson ‘ 
hotel and had drinks, but l.’ilson did not come down to join then 

The noxt day, Quintero, Clines and Secord went to 
Wilson's hotel together and on that occasion, Quintero talked 
to Ed Wilson and his girlfriend, Bobbi Barnes'. Quintero asked 
Wilson for a JIOO.OCO loan for some construction he wanted ta 
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During Initial Interview on December 17, 1951, 

General Secord was advised that on a recent CBS Television 
Interview with Douglas Schlachter, allegations were made that 
Secord and Edwin Wilson worked together to sell military 
equipment In Iran and attempted to obtain Russian weapons 
from Libya. General Secord said these allegations were 
absolutely false as his relationship with' Wilson was strictly 
social. He said he has never entered Into any type of business 
arrangement with Wilson, his companies , .or associates. He said 
further that he never participated with Wilson In any type of 
Intelligence operations nor has he at any time received any 
money or gratuities from Wilson or. his associates. He said 
he met Wilson about ten years ago at a party, being introduced 
by Tom Clines. He had known Clines since both served together 
In Southeast Asia, .with both later attending the Naval War 
College at Rhode Island toget her in 1 971. Secord recalled that. 
■ -from 1972' to" 1974,' he saw ’Wilson on a social basis about ten 
times, having lunch together. He could not remember ever 
visiting Wilson's farm although Invited many times by Wilson. 

In the summer and fall of 1975, he and Wilson had dinner 
together in Iran, with Wilson’s wife present on one occasion. 
Wilson told Secord he was working with the Iranian Secret 
Police and U. S. Naval Intelligence. After returning to 
the U. S. In June, 197S, he saw Wilson on a social basis. 

Secord said he has had no contact with Wilson for the past 
two and a half years and last saw him In Brussels, Belgium, 

In February or March, 1979, while attending an official 
Government function. At this meeting, Wilson asked Secord 
If he was Interested In MIG-25 aircraft. He also recalled 
that In late W78, he attended a NATO conference In London, 
England, and met with Wilson while there. Wilson said he w as 
working in Libya. 

During interview March 25, 1932, Secord advised 
he had been to Wilson's farm on several occasions with his 
wife and children. He admitted going to an office In Northern 
Virginia with Clines for a briefing by an associate of Wilson’s 
regarding a "super security project” that Wilson was working or 
The briefing related to security devices at one of the Iranian 
Shah's palaces, and when Secord realised It was a "commercial 
pitch," he terminated the briefing and left. Wilson was erase- 
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secord aircraft use information 

Inquiry at Page 3eechcraft, Ine., Dulles International 
Airport, on January 19, 1992, revealed that in August, 19 7 ?, a 
Beecheraft 3aron airplane, Model 59, 1977 model year, Serial 
Number TH779, and 0. S. Registration Number N#577S, was pur- 
chased by Service de Pinancement, S.A. of Geneva, Switzerland. 

Ed Wilson made the initial call to Page which eventually resulted 
in the purchase. Total cost was <173,575, paid in three 
installments (August 9, 1973, September 12, 1973, and September 19, 
1978). When purchased and delivered, the aircraft had *90 hours 
of usage already. Primary contact for' invoices and other notices 
and records was Douglas Schlaehter of Rosslyn, Virginia. The two 
pilots who flew the plane were Richard V. Secord and James Howard 
Rhyne, and operationally Rhyne was to be the main contact. In 
about May, 1979, Ed Wilson .called Page and said they were planning 
to export the aircraft. In mid-August, 1979, information was 
received that the plane was to go .to Belgium. . In .a&out. September „ 
"1979, the plane 'was' apparently taken to Europe. Ownership o' the 
aircraft was transferred to Skyways Aviation, Inc., in about 
September, 1979, and Page registered the plane to this entity 
on about September 10, 19 7 9. Page records reveal that 1,001 
shares of common stock of Skyways Aviation, Ine., would be issued 
to Ed Wilson in consideration for transfer of the aircraft to 
this corporation in connection with the bill of sale. 
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"extras' 1 and Rhyne thought It would be a good investment. 

Wilson subsequently purchased the plane and Second asked 
Rhyne to look after it since he then lived near Dulles 
Airport. Rhyne agreed. Rhyne looked after maintenance of 
the aircraft and flew it a total of five to six times, locally 
and to his home area of Lafayette, Georgia. (Rhyne did 
consultant work for EATSCO in about late 1979 in connection 
with their looking to purchase a 707 Jet. He received about 
*5,700 for his work.) Rhyne said he was introduced by Seeord 
to Erich Von Marbod in about 1979 at Manassas, Virginia, 
airport. On that occasion, Seeord and Von Marbod flew together 
for about thirty minutes in Rhyne's aircraft. Rhyne said he 
was present, along with Ted Shaekley and others, at the Pentagon 
ceremony where Seeord received his .second star as an Air Force 
General. 

Analysis of Secord's flight log for the Beecheraft 
Baron (voluntarily provided) reveals he used the. plane..on 
'3r”bccaslons during the period August 16, 1979 - August 25, 15'9 
for a total of 59 flying hours. 
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United States Air Force 

S«cf«ary of fh* Air fore*. Offco of Pub«c Alairs. Washington. D C. 20330 


MAJOR GENERAL RICHARD V. SECORD ^ 1 6288 
^ '■'l ^ — 5 

Major General Richard V. Secord is deputy assistant secretary 
of Defense for international security affairs (Near East, 

Africa and South Asia affairs), Washington, D.C. 

General Secord was born July 6, 1932, in La Rue, Ohio, and 
graduated from high school in Columbus, Ohio, in 1950. He 
entered the U.S. Military Academy, West Point, N.Y., in 1951, 
and graduated in 1955 with a bachelor of science degree and a 
commission in the U.S. Air Force. He received a master of 
science degree in international affairs from The George 
Washington University, Washington, D.C., in 1972. He is also a 
graduate of the Air Command and Staff College at Maxwell 
Air Force Bose, Ala., and the Navol War College, Newport, 


He entered pilot training at Marianna, Fla., after 
graduation from the academy, and received his pilot wings in 
August 1956 at Greenville Air Force Base, Miss. He then 
served as an instructor pilot in single-engine jet basic pilot training from 1955 until 1959 at 
Laredo Air Force Base, Texas. From 1959 until 1961, General Secord was; assigned as a flight 
instructor and operations officer at Tinker Air Force Base, Okla., flying jet trainers and 
transports including T-33s, U-3s, C-54s and C-97s. 

In August 1961 he was selected to serve with a special volunteer tactical organization which 
was formed at Hurlburt Field, Fla. He remained with this unit, later designated as the 1st Air 
Commando Wing, until 1965. During this four-year assignment General Secord hod numerous 
extended temporary duty tours in overseas areas. In March 1962 he was assigned as an odviser to 
the Republic of Vietnam, flying Vietnamese air force AT-28s, during which time he logged more 
than 200 combat missions. Beginning in January 1963 he served for six months in Iran working 
with the Iranian air farce as an adviser on air-ground operations. General Secord again was 
assigned on temporary duty tours in Iran from January to May 1964 and from January until March 

1965, working on joint operations. 

The general then served as chief of the Toctical Operations Division, 1st Air Commando 
Wing, until July 1965 when he entered the Air Command ond Staff College. After graduation in 

1966, he returned to the Republic of Vietnam as an air operations officer in Saigon. Transferring 
to Lldorn Royal Thai Air Force Bose, Thoiland, in August 1966, he served at an air odviser until 
August 1968. He flew 285 combat missions while serving in Southeast Asia. 

From September 1968 to November 1969, General Secord wos assigned to Eglin Air Force 
Jase, Fla., as assistant deputy chief of staff for operations, U.S. Air Force Special Operations 
Force, Tactical Air Command. He then took command of the 603rd Special Operations Sguadron 
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at Hurlburt Field, flying A-37B's. He served as squadron commander until 1971 when he entered 
the Naval War College. , — .<5- Vr? - -** : 

After graduation, from die hiauai WarJCoflege in3uoe'7972, .General Secord was assigned as a 
staff assistant in the Office of the Secretary of Defense, Washington, D.C. His duties included 
serving as. desk officer for Loos, Thailand and Vietnam under the assistant secretary of Defense 
for international security affairs, lit July 1973 he- assumed the position of executive assistant to 
the director, Defense Security Assistance Agency, under the secretory of Defense. 

In JIAareh WJSiGeneratdSecordcjWasi named, deputy rcoaamander- for operations, 29th Flying 
.Training i Wing* Craig, Air. Force Base, -Ala* -lathis posit iocche wos responsible for pilot training in 
-T-37s and 3k38s in thcee^squodrons. : . 

Generat Secord. wos appointed chief, Aic./orce Section; Military Assistance Advisory Qr.oup, 
I r«v in September 1 925;.. While.thereihe acted as chieflodvtser to the corrttnander in chief of the 
rlroAtan-oir farce, and- manage*- all AjLS. Air Force programs in Iron as weH-os some Army and 
: Navycsacwrilyi assistance -programs.^ p» sc, =w~-es cns . 

• Following: his- return to- the- United . Stotes-in July 1*978, he was appointed director of military 
assistance .and^ soles,- Office- -of the Deputy Chief cof Staff, Logistics ond Engineering, 
Headquarters US. Air-Force,. Washington,. O.C. In January 1979 General Secord was named 
director ofcinternational programs, Office, .of-the Deputy Chief of Staff for Programs and 
Evaluation. He assumed his current duties in April 1981. 

• Generat. Secord- is a command pilot .with more than 4,500 flying hours. His military 
decorations and awards, include- the.Distinguished Service Medal, Legion of .Merit, Distinguished 
Flying Cross, Meritorious Service Medal, Air Medal with two dak leaf clusters, Air Force 
Commendation Medal, Republic of Thailand Most. Exalted Order of the White Elephont and 
Republic of Korea Order of National Security Merit Cheonsu Medal; 

He was promoted to major general May I, 1 980, with date of rank July I, 1976. 

General Secord is married to the former Jo Ann Gibsonof Oklahoma City. They hove three 
childrens. Julie, John <xxl Laura. His hometown- is Fort Walton Beach, Fla. 
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During initial interview on December 17, 1931, 

General Secord was advised that on a recent CBS Television 
Interview with Douglas Schlaehter, allegations were made that 
Secord and Edwin Wilson worked together to sell military 
equipment in Iran and attempted to obtain Busslan weapons 
from Libya. General Secord said these allegations were 
absolutely false as his relationship with' Wilson was strictly 
social. He said he has never entered into any type of business 
arrangement with Wilson, his companies , .or associates. He said 
further that he never participated with Wilson in any type of 
intelligence operations nor has he at any time received any 
money or gratuities from Wilson or, his associates. He said 
he met Wilson about ten years ago at a party, being introduced 
by Tom Clines. He had known Clines since both served together 
in Southeast Asia, .with both later attending the Naval War 
College at Rhode Island toget her in 1 971. Secord recalled that. 

• from 1972' to' 197#,' he saw ’Wilson on a social basis about ten 
times, having lunch together. He could not remember ever 
visiting Wilson's farm although invited many times by Wilson. 

In the summer and fall of 1975, he and Wilson had dinner 
together in Iran, with Wilson's wife present on one occasion. 
Wilson told Secord he was working with the Iranian Secret 
Police and U. S. Naval Intelligence. After returning to 
the U. S. in June, 1973, he saw Wilson on a social basis. 

Secord said he has had no contact with Wilson for the past 
two and a half years and last saw him in Brussels, Belgium, 
in February or March, 1979, while attending an official 
Government function. At this meeting, Wilson asked Secord 
if he was interested in MIG-2.5 aircraft. He also recalled 
that in late 1973, he attended a NATO conference in London, 
England, and met with Wilson while there. Wilson said he was 
working in Libya. 

During interview March 26, 1932, Secord advised 
he had been to Wilson's farm on several occasions with his 
wife and children. He admitted going to an orrice in Northern 
Virginia with Clines for a briefing by an associate of Wilson '3 
regarding a "super security project" that Wilson was working or.- 
The briefing related to security devices at one of the Iranian 
Shah's palaces, and when Second realized it was a "eommercia: 
pitch,'' he terminated the briefing and left. Wilson •« 
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He said he believes he nee Wilson on two occasions in Brussels, 
the lasc occasion being when Wilson mentioned the possible 
acquiring of Soviet aircraft. During the London trip in late 
1978 or early 1979, Wilson picked him and Von Marbod up at their 
hotel and took them to his townhouse. After being at the 
townhouse a short time, they possibly went out to dinner. 

Present at the townhouse were Secord, Von Marbod, Wilson, Bobbie 
Barnes, Diane Bryne, and one of Bryne's children. Secord said 
he never had any conversations with Wilson regarding the 
Egypt-EATSCO situation and never discussed this situation with 
Clines prior to the service agreement being made between Egypt 
and EATSCO. Secord never knew the details of Clines' assoelatlo 
with Salem. Secord said he was not associated with any business 
activity relating to nuclear fallout clothing while in Iran and 
has no recollection of any potential deal with Wilson, or 
associates of Wilson, regarding such clothing. 
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"extras '' and Rhyne thought It would be a good Investment. 

Wilson subsequently purchased the plane and Second asked 
Rhyne to look after It since he then lived near Dulles 
Airport. Rhyne agreed. Rhyne looked after maintenance of 
the aircraft and flew It a total of five to six times, locally 
and to his home area of Lafayette, Georgia. (Rhyne did 
consultant work for EATSCO In about late 1979 In connection 
with their looking to purchase a 707 Jet. He received about 
$5,700 for his work.) Rhyne said he was Introduced by Seeord 
to Erich Von Marbod In about 1979 at Manassas, Virginia, 
airport. On that occasion, Seeord and Von Marbod flew together 
for about thirty minutes in Rhyne's aircraft. Rhyne said he' 
was present, along with Ted Shackley and others, at the Pentagon 
ceremony where Seeord received his .second star as an Air Porce 
General . 

Analysis of Second’s flight log for the Beecheraft 
Baron ( voluntarily provided) reveals he used the. plane..on 
■3r"oc'easlons ' during the period August 16, 1973 - August 25, 19'? 
for a total of 59 flying’ hours . 
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SECRET • 
NO FOREIGN' QlSSEMINATiON 


CLINES INTERVIEW 


H« said In approximately August, 1981, the "New York 
Times" newspaper started a series of articles about Ed Wilson 
which linked Clines to Wilson. As a result, Hussein Salem told 
Clines that Egyptian Government officials were very upset that 
Clines was associated with EATSCO, due to his reported Wilson 
connections In the past, as this could possibly have some 
rasilflcatlons of an adverse nature for the Egyptian Government. 
.As a result. In September, 1981, Salem approached Clines and 
‘wanted him to sign a document which was written In legal terms 
by Salem which In effect put Clines on a four-month leave of 
absence commencing on approximately September 15, 1981. After 
the four-month leave of absence was over, Salem told Clines that 
the Government of Egypt had had It with Clines due to further 
Innuendoes about Clines' association with Wilson, and It would 
—be necessary for Clines to terminate any ownership he had with 
EATSCO. Clines acknowledged that at that time his Interest in 
EATSCO was a 4g* ownership. As a result, he said In approxi- 
mately mid-January, 1982, he severed his relationship with 
EATSCO. He said Salem agreed to buy out Clines' Interest In 
EATSCO and the flnalltatlon of this purchase was still In a 
pending state. He declined to provide information as to the 
amount of the settlement pending. 



Clines said In the past three years his foreign travel 
has mostly been to Europe, Mexico, and Egypt. His travel to 
Europe and Mexico was In connection with API Distributors, Inc., 
and his travel to Egypt was In connection with EATSCO business. 
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Clines said he heard Hussein Salem’s name "around 
town" in about the spring of 1979, and he also heard tnat 
Salem was living in the Ramada Inn at Tyson’s Corner, Virginia. 
Clines said that Ramada Inn had been a CIA "watering spot" in 
the past. He said he heard that Salem had an office next to 
the Ramada Inn, at 7777 Leesburg Pike, Palls Church, Virginia. 
Clines was associated with Systems Services International, 

Inc. (SSI), at that time, and he went in and saw Salem at his 
office and provided him with one of his brochures. He told 
Salem that he had heard that Salem was holding a contract with 
Egypt for the shipment to Egypt of a very large amount of 
0. S. -purchased military equipment and he wanted to assist 
Salem in connection with this contract.' Clines told Salem 
that he had worked with Rolf Graage with the R. G. Hobelmann 
freight forwarding company in Baltimore in the past and had a 
good contact in this regard. Salem liked his SSI brochure 
and indicated he wanted the independence of working with a 
person like Clines rather than working with a large established 
freight forwarder.. Clines noted that the brochure.he provided 
Salem said tha'b Clines had good contacts in the Government 
including at the CIA and at The Pentagon as well as elsewhere. 
Salem realised that he (Clines) had contact with the R. 0. 
Hobelmann network and that they could handle the Job. Salem 
also realized that he would be in tight control of the freight 
forwarder by having Clines as a 49* co-partner in what 
eventually became EATSCO. Subsequently, he put up approximately 
$49,000 and Salem put up approximately $51,000 to establish 
EATSCO. There was about a month of negotiation between his 
attorney, Barbara Rossotti of Washington, D. C., and Salem's 
attorney, a first name unknown Zuckerman, from New York City, 

New York. Prom talking with Salem, he learned that Salem was 
a businessman who had worked in Europe, primarily in Switzerland 
in the past. Salem implied that he had been in the United State: 
for several months when Clines initially met him in about the 
spring of 1979. 

Clines said EATSCO was incorporated in Oelaware in 
August, 1979, and is an American entity formed by two American 
corporations: Systems Services International, Inc., which was 

totally owned by Clines, and Tersam, <JSA, which is totally owned 
by Salem. 
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He was concerned that In his dealings with Salem In 
forming EATSCO that there be no silent partner, or behind the 
scene owners, who he was not aware of or familiar with. He 
understands that Tersam was possibly originally a Panamanian 
company, and in his negotiation with Salem, he told Salem to 
set up Tersam, USA. When Tersam, USA, was set up, he said he 
would go into a partnership business with Salem but would not 
do so until this had occurred. He Insisted on this In order 
to protect himself from Salem having any possible silent partners 
or backers who Clines was not aware of. 

Clines told Rolf Graage, who Is the owner of the 
R. G. Hobelmann Company, that If he became a co-partner with 
Salem, Clines would favor Graage as a freight forwarder In 
connection with the contract with Egypt for shipment of U. S.- 
purchased military equipment. After Salem saw Hobelmann's 
facilities, he agreed to go along with favoring Hobelmann 
rather than with any bigger firm as Salem feared a larger firm 
might try to take over his (Salem's) business. 

Clines said that the contacts with the high officials 
Of the Egyptian Government were Salem's, and It was Clines' 
Impression that Salem had contacts of the highest level with 
that Government. Clines said he met General Abou Ghazala, the 
Egyptian Military Attache In Washington, D. C., through Salem 
and knows General Ghazala well. Clines said that as an owner 
of EATSCO, he signed the EATSCO service contract with the 
Egyptian Government, and he noted General Ghazala signed It 
for the Egyptian Government. (General Ghazala Is now Defense 
Minister.) He also knows Egyptian General Mounlr Sabet from 
Sabet's association with the Egyptian Military Attache's Office 
In Washington and resultant contacts with EATSCO. He was also 
familiar with (Kamal) Hassan All who also had contact with 
EATSCO In the past. (All Is now the Egyptian Porelgn Minister.) 
He said Salem handled all the major contacts In connection with 
EATSCO and Its business. 


He recalls that he met Erich Von Marbod at The Pentagon 
with Salem on one or two occasions. The contacts with Von Marbod 
were In his position with DSAA as pertained to the EATSCO 
contract, and the meetings were official meetings. 
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Clines said that General Richard Secord Is a "super 

of mine." He has kr.cvn Secord since 1967 
and he has maintained contact with Secord 
s had no financial association with Secord 
In the past or presently except he believes he sold a townhouse 
In the Burke, Virginia, area to Secord In the past. He possibly 
made $2,000 on this sale and thinks Secord was assigned in Iran 
at that time. 

Clines said he possibly first met Erich Von Marbod In 
Southeast Asia In the late 1960's when Von Marbod was possibly 
the Comptroller with the 0. S. Department of Defense. He 
recalled that Von Marbod was closely associated with the Vietnam- 
Laos situation from a logistics standpoint. Von Marbod Is "a 
friend” of his but he has not talked to him In about one to one 
and a half years. He has been out with Von Marbod socially on 
occasion but does not consider him a close social friend. He 
has not been to Von Marbod' s home, but said Von Marbod may have 
"dropped by" Clines,' place_on one .occasion. 



Clines said he owns two condominium apartments in the 
Rotonda at McLean, Virginia, a house in Vienna, Virginia, where 
his wife resides, a house In Mlddleburg, Virginia, where he 
resides, and a house at Shawnee Land In the Shenandoah Valley 
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near Winchester, Virginia, which he rents out to one party 
year-round. He said at one time he owned a townhouse' on 
Glengyle Street near Vienna, Virginia, but sold this sometime 
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b STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
FE^E^_L n JUBEAU v /JF UVTE|TICATION F B 
August 28, 1984 


THOMAS GREGORY CLINES; 

HUSSEIN K. E. I. SALEM; 

ROLF GRAAGE; 

EGYPTIAN AMERICAN TRANSPORT AND 
SERVICES CORPORATION ( EATSCO ) ; 

R, G. HOBELMANN AND COMPANY, INCORPORATED 
FRAUD AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT - 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE; 

FOREIGN CORRUPT PRACTICES ACT 


Reference is made to previous letterhead memoranda 
submitted in this matter, the most recent of which was 
dated February 1, 1984. 


SYNOPSIS OF PROSECUTION. CIVIL SETTLEMENT ACTIONS, AND 


During the period July 22, 1983, to January 
16, 1984, three corporate and one personal Federal felony 
convictions were obtained on guilty pleas in United States 
District Court, in the Eastern District of Virginia, 
at Alexandria, in connection with the EGYPTIAN AMERICAN 
TRANSPORT AND SERVICES CORPORATION (EATSCO) investigation. 
The corporate pleas were by EATSCO: SYSTEMS SERVICES 
INTERNATIONAL, INCORPORATED (SSI) (a 49 percent original 
stockholder in EATSCO); and by AIR FREIGHT INTERNATIONAL, 
INCORPORATED (AFI ) (a fully-owned subsidiary of the R. 

G. HOBELMANN AND COMPANY, INCORPORATED, which was the 
designated freight forwarder for EATSCO). HUSSEIN K. 

E. I. SALEM, an Egyptian national who was the President 
and original 51 percent stockholder in EATSCO, entered 
the personal plea, 


\Mr THIS DOCUMENT CONTAINS NEITHER 

\WUv V RECOMMENDATIONS NOR CONCLUSIONS OF 
. if ■ THE FBI. IT IS THE PROPERTY OF 
A' ' THE FBI AND IS LOANED TO YOUR AGENCY; 
IT AND ITS CONTENTS ARE NOT TO BE 
DISTRIBUTED OUTSIDE YOUR AGENCY. 

® UNCLASSIFIED, 
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ET AL 

In association with thesa pleas, an aggregate of 
$60,000 in fines, $4,044,000 in civil claims' settlements, 
and $76,000 in payment to the Federal Maritime Commission 
for possible violation of the Shipping Act of 1916, accrued 
to the United States Government. All of the pleas were 
in connection with Flea Agreements worked out by the 
various defendants with representatives of the U.S. Government. 
Each plea entered related to charges of filing false 
statements to the U.S. Department of Defense, Defense 
Security Assistance Agency ( DSAA } , regarding the cost 
of shipping military goods to Egypt under the Foreign 
Military Sales Program, during the period on or about 
November, 1979, through on or about December 31, 1981. 

(The above-mentioned fines, civil claims' settlements, 
and payment to the Federal Maritime Commission total 
an amount of $4,180,000.) 

DETAILS OF PROSECUTION. CIVIL SETTLEMENT ACTIONS, AND 


On July 22, 1983, at U.S. District Court (USDC), 
Eastern District of Virginia (EDVA), Alexandria, Virginia, 
HUSSEIN K. E. I. SALEM, individually and as President 
Of the EGYPTIAN AMERICAN TRANSPORT AND SERVICES CORPORATION 
(EATSCO), pled guilty to a multiple-count Criminal Information. 
The Information charged in pertinent part that SALEM 
and EATSCO agreed to and did file false statements with 
the U.S. Department of Defense (DOD), Defense Security 
Assistance Agency (DSAA), regarding the cost of shipping 
military goods to Egypt. 

From in or about November, 1979, through on 
or about December 31, 1981, there were 34 shipments on 
which false invoices were submitted. Those invoices 
showed inflated costs of approximately $8 million. 

Pursuant to a Plea Bargain Agreement reached 
between the United States and the defendants and approved 
by the Court, the defendant, SALEM, was sentenced on 
both counts to pay a fine of $25,000; the defendant, 

EATSCO, was likewise sentenced to pay a fine of $20,000. 
Further, in settlement of all civil claims by the United 
States against the defendants, SALEM paid the United 
States $3,020,000. The fines and civil settlement were 
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satisfied by presentation of certified checks to the 
Clerk of the USJDC and to the U.S. Attorney's office. 


(The three-count Criminal Information charged 
SALEM and EATSCO in count number one with violation of 
Title 18, United States Code (USC), Section 371 (Conspiracy); 
SALEM was charged in count number two with violation 
of Title 18, USC, Section 1001 and 2 (Submitting Falsely 
Stated Vouchers); EATSCO was charged in count number 
three with violation of Title 18, USC, Section 1001 and 
2 (Submitting Falsely Stated Vouchers). 


On September 1, 1983, AIR FREIGHT INTERNATIONAL, 
INCORPORATED (AFI ) , pled guilty in USDC, EDVA, to a one-count 
Criminal Information charging AFI with filing false invoices 
with the DOD, DSAA, relating to the costs of shipping 
military goods to Egypt under the Foreign Military Sales 
Program ( FMSP ) . 


AFI was fined the maximum penalty of $10,000 
pursuant to a Plea Agreement between the United States 
and AFI. The agreement provided in pertinent part that 
AFI would pay the United States $924,000 in settlement 
of all civil claims; and pay $76,000 to the Federal Maritime 
Commission for possible violations of the Shipping Act 
of 1916. 


The Criminal Information charged that from 
in or about November, 1979, through on or about December 
31, 1981, AFI filed false invoices which failed to disclose 
profits made by AFI for the costs of ocean freight, packing 
and consolidation relating to the shipment of military 
goods to Egypt, in violation of Title 18, USC, Section 
1001. 

(AFI is a wholly-owned subsidiary of the R. 

G. HOBELMANN AND COMPANY, INCORPORATED, which was the 
designated freight forwarder for EATSCO regarding Foreign 
Military Sales equipment shipments to Egypt.) 

Checks satisfying the $10,000 fine, $924,000 
civil claims' settlement, and $76,000 payment to the 
Federal Maritime Commission were produced in connection 
with this plea being accepted by the judge on September 
1, 1983. 


• UNCLASSIFIED 
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On January 16. 1984, SYSTEMS SERVICES INTERNATIONAL, 
INCORPORATED (SSI), pled guilty in USDC, EDVA (Richmond, 
Virginia), to a one-count Criminal Information charging 
SSI with filing false invoices with the DOD, DSAA, relating 
to the costs of shipping military goods to Egypt under 
the FMSP. 

SSI was fined the maximum penalty of $10,000 
pursuant to a Plea Agreement between the United States 
and SSI. The agreement further provided that THOMAS 
CLINES, on behalf of SSI, would pay the United States 
$100,000 (within 30 days) in settlement of all civil 

The plea of guilty was entered by the President 
and sole stockholder of SSI, THOMAS G. CLINES. SSI, 
which is no longer in business, was a 49 percent stockholder 
of EATSCO in the past. 

The Criminal Information charged that from 
in or about November, 1979, through on or about December 
31, 1981, SSI filed false invoices with DSAA, which invoices 
they then and there well knew were false in that the 
invoices failed to disclose profits from the ocean freight, 
packing and consolidation costs of shipping military 
goods to Egypt, and thereby misrepresented the actual 
costs of the ocean freight, packing and consolidation 
(violation of Title 18, USC, Section 1001 and 2). 

A certified check in payment for the $10,000 
fine was paid to the U.S. Government at the time the 
plea was accepted by the judge on January 16, 1984. 

One certified check and two treasurer's checks, 
having a combined total of $100,000, payable to "Treasurer, 
United States’ were in the possession of the U.S. Government 
as of February 23,. 1984, having been provided in connection 
with settlement of the civil claims against CLINES' company, 
SSI. 

OPINION OP ASSISTANT UNITED STATES ATTORNEY : 

On July 18, 1984, Assistant United States Attorney 
(AUSA) THEODORE S. GREENBERG, EDVA, Alexandria, Virginia, 
advised a Special Agent of the FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 
(FBI), that based on the above prosecution, civil settlement 


UNCLASSIFIED 
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actions and payment to the Federal Maritime Commission, 
the fraud investigation regarding EATSCO and key persons 
and/or corporate entities associated therewith, has been 
completed. 


UNCLASSIFIED 
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U.S- DcpuA t of Justice 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 


u e„i r . ri.... .. Alexandria, Virginia 

fii. n». January 7, 1986 - 

•- MAJOR GENERAL RICHARD VERNON SECORD I V" 

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE (RETIRED); 

THOMAS CREGORY CLINES 
BRIBERY; CONFLICT OF INTEREST; 

FOREIGN CORRUPT PRACTICES ACT 


Reference in made to several investigative reports 
previously submitted relating to this matter, the last 
one having been dated March 14, 1984, and bearing the caption 
"THOMAS GREGORY CLINES; MAJOR GENERAL RICHARD VERNON SECORD, 
UNITED STATES AIR FORCE; ERICH FRITZ VONMARBOD; BRIBERY; 
CONFLICT OF INTEREST; FOREIGN CORRUPT PRACTICES ACT." 

Captioned investigation has been inactive for 
an extended period of time pending resolution of a separate 
interrelated case entitled "THOMAS G. CLINES; ET AL; MISUSE 
OF CLASSIFIED DOCUMENTS INVOLVING NICARAGUA; ESPIONAGE-X; 
PERJURY, Office of Origin: Alexandria." This particular 

case has recently been resolved without any prosecution 
resulting. (If prosecution had resulted and been successful, 
this could have had a bearing on captioned case). 

On December 16, 1985, Assistant United States 
Attorney (AUSA) THEODORE S. GREENBERG, Eastern District 
of Virginia, Alexandria, Virginia, (who has been the prosecutor 
assigned to this case for several years) rendered an opinion 
to a Special Agent of the FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 
(FBI) that extensive investigation conducted by the FBI 
in this matter did not produce sufficient evidence to obtain 
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RE: MAJOR GENERAL RICHARD VERNON SECCRD 


a conviction of the subjects. He said no further investigation 
is warranted 'and he considers this matter closed. 

In view of AUSA GREENBERG'S opinion, the FBI 
is conducting no further investigation regarding this matter. 
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Abdullah Said Bugshan & Bros. 

P.0. Box 8399 
Riyadh, 

Saudi Arabia 

Re: Security Project for Ohahran Airbase 


s 1 5 9141 

Gentlemen: 

Me understand that you are acting as agent for Stanford 
Technology Trading Group International (hereinafter "STTGI") 
for their participation in the above described project and we 
are pleased to provide you with the following additional 
Information to facilitate your efforts to secure this project 
for STTGI. 

Our affiliation with STTGI, its associated and predecessor 
companies, dates back to 1971. In the intervening years, we 
have provided various financial services to the group, 
including acting as one of their bankers. With assets 
available to us of approximately one hundred million Swiss 
Franc:, we have provided financing for various of their 
projects in the Middle East, Africa and the Far East, which 
projects included systems in the areas of security, receiving 
stations and satellite imaging processing and which projects 
generally amounted to several millions of dollars. All of the 
projects of which we have knowledge were succes sf u 1 ly completed 
by the group. 
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CHAPTER 22. THE ENTERPRISE 


82-684 0-88-8 
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Socidti crdde In 13 eeptembre 1071, aved un capital-aetioim tin fKS HJ'OtsO.— , 
dernier changonent 2]. 01 .1979, les action* sort ddtenuea par l'ipou3e de Monsieur 
Willard-I. ZUCKEA. 


La but da la seeliti conalata 1 donner toua eonaails an mat lira fl scale, flrun- 
clira, Jurldique at iconomique et gdrer toua bi ana pour le ccmpte de tier*. La 
socliti pourra prandre igalement toutaa participations i toutea entreprises fl- 
nanclirea, noblllirea ou isnoblliirea. I 

Nous toms en relation d'affalre avee la aoeliti pricltde depuls le 4 dicembre 
1978 at lea affaires traitie* se aont dirouldea 1 notre entiiro satisfaction. 

La eociitd e»t sdrleuaemant dirigde at adninistrie et aelon nos experiences, 
alia na aouscrlra aucun engagement qu’ella no pourralt pas tenir. 
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Company created on Saptamber 13th, 1971, with a capital and sharers 
totalling 415,000. ..., last change made on 23.01.1979, the shares are held by 
the wife of Mr. Mtllard I. Zueker. j 

The company's goal Is to give all, advice on fiscal, financial, judicial 
and economic matters and handle all financial goods of the customer. The 
company would also take part or participate In any financial and real estate 
actions or enterprises. j 


We have been In business with the already mentioned firm from Oecember 
4th, 1978, and all -business has been perfectly carried out. 

The company Is efficiently and seriously run, and we believe that It 
would engage in no commitment which It would not be able to honor. 






Qftnkingt 

—Compagni* da lanque «t d • Jnvaat laalmant . Geneva. 
— Swlaa Credit, Eaux-Vlvei/Gtnava ■ i 
-Trad* Oavalopmant Ban*. Geneva. 

-Republic National Bant* Naw-I’or*. ] 

Auditor*: 


Flduoialra Audlfld. Fribourg. 


HISTORY j 

Saint atook company. Raglatarad in' th* Trad* Raglatar tor th* tlrat tlm* 
on 1 B/0S/IS7S 

Th* company la newly aatabllahed. 



brtltohar Sadautung. 
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Factlitteat j 

Bualneaa premlaea era located at tha abova addraaa and ara rantad. 
Location! I 

Bualneaa pramiaaa ara located on t»)a outeklrta of tha oity. 

Branohaa! 
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AFFILIATES 

- TRADE AFFILIATE* SA. aama addraaa, which will 

ba liquidated. ! 

- CSF INVESTMENTS LTD, in Bermudael 
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Abdullah Said Sugshar 
P.O. Box 8399 
Riyadh, 

Saudi Arabia 


CA\ Z'Z. 


ft; 


Re: Security Project for Dhahrar 


S T G 91 

Gentlemen: 

We understand that you are acting as agent for Stanford 
Technology Trading Group International (hereinafter "STTGI " ) 



Financial and Fiduciary Services 


UNCLASSIFIED s,t 

Through its internationally trained staff and portfolio companies, STTGI offers a full range 
of fiduciary and financial services designed to serve the needs of international clientele. 
These services include: 

• Investment Management 

Administration of a client's assets on an advisory or discretionary basis is in accordance 
with the client's objectives; that is, either to make recommendations to the client or to 
exercise our discretion on the client's behalf. 

• Commercial Services 

STTGI can assist companies in establishing and developing business relationships for 
the licensing of industrial property such as patents, know-how, and trademarks, for 
arranging joint ventures with foreign participants and generally to represent the 
interest of clients in Western Europe and the Middle East. 

• Banking and Financial Support 

STTGI can provide unique banking and business financial services offshore and in 
Europe for International business operations. Under proper circumstances STTGI can 
also provide financial support that might not otherwise be available for project 
implementation. 


Tax Consultancy 

STTGI can provide unique tax consultancy services based on the 
its international investment management operations. 






International Trade and Commerce is a complex business even when goods and services 
are bought and sold through exchange of currency. Often bartering or off-sets are 
necessary to acheive a successful transaction, and this is an even more complex affair. 
STTGI's staff and portfolio companies can help in the following ways: 

• Bartering and Off-Sets 

Through its worldwide contacts, STTGI is aware of diverse needs and available 
commodities, goods and services. Through creative and skillful bartering and off-set 
arrangements these elements can be brought together to achieve a successful transac- 
tion for all concerned. - 

• Shipping and Freight Forwarding 

International trade involves customs, shipping and freight forwarding which cart be 
frustrating, time consuming and costly. STTGI's experienced staff is available to ease 
the burden in these matters. 

• Product Sourcing 

Quality products, components and services at a competitive price are vital ingredients 
of any successful business. STTGI's personnel have years of experience in finding the 
right product at the right price on a world wide basis. 

• International Marketing And Sales 

STTGI has an extensive international marketing network, and its staff members, many 
of whom have lived and worked overseas, have a broad marketing and technical sales 
background. These capabilities can be made available to your organization to provide a 
dynamic and cost effective international marketing and sales team. As a member of 
STTGI you can reach new markets with your products and services, and you will have 
the opportunity to work with other STTGI companies who complement your own 
capability. 
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TO: Secord Main Witness File 
FROM: Rn n > n ftiijl. pt- y ' 

RE: STTGI Phone . Records 
DATE: October 6, 1987 


93 - (a 



Enclosed phone logs correlate with documented movement 
of Enterprise funds through Secord/Hakin account network. 
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FROM HUMBER TO NUMBER TIME LEM 


0074 


** DATE OF CALLS: 
- MCLEAM, VA 

05/30/85 


** DATE OF CALLS 
SANTRB, FL 

10/04/85 

** DATE OF CALLS; 
r J MCLEAN, VA 
vCsl. MCLEAN, VA 
VMCLEAN, VA 
-MCLEAN, VA 

10/11/87 


. S MCLEAN , 

MCLEAN, 


-<s- s 
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6 - PANAMA CITY, FL 

- PANAMA CITY, FL 

- MOULTRIE, GA 

r - PANAMA CITY; FL| 
11/07/85 


** DATE OF CALLS 
■ - SAN JOSE, CA 

- VIENNA, VA 

(Sea 11/20/8! 

** DATE OF CALLS ill, 

NEW YORK, NY 

NEW YORK, NY 

11/19/85 Israel Income 
11/20/85 Legal Fees 


DATE OF CALLS: 
- MCLEAN, VA 
MCLEAN, VA 

** DATE OF CALLS 
— LOS GATOS , CA 

(See 12/ 


■SVY^, — 


** DATE OF CALLS: 

MCLEAN, VA ( 

12/09/85 
12/10/85 

** DATE OF CALLS: 12/11/85 

j LOS GATOS, CA 

LOS GATOS, CA 

" 12/11/85 Portugal Arms 

12/13/85 " 


** DATE OF CALLS: 

J LOS GATOS, CA 
•_JJ08 GATOS, CA 

** DATE OF CALLS: 12/16/85 


1006 l£S.' r 



UNCLASSm 





Haiti* 

Korel 
Quintero 
Business Expense 
Southern Air 
Montero 


** DATE OF CALLS: 
| MCLEAN, VA 
MCLEAN, VA 


: 12/18/85 

MCLEAN, VA 

*SSV=\' S 

J I** DATE OF CALLS 
l_ MCLEAN, VA 

12/20/85 

'** DATE OF CALLS: 

LOS GATOS, CA 

12/30/85 

** DATE OF CALLS; 01/02/86 
LOS GATOS, CA ■■■■■ 
01/02/86 

** DATE OF CALLS : 01/03/86 
LOS GATOS, CA ■■H 
01/03/86 

: 01/06/86 



f •* DATE OF CALLS: 

I MCLEAN, VA i 
01/07/86 




Quintero $ 4 , 0C 
Management Fees 8! 
L. Hamilton Airfield 125, 0C 
Miller C (Deposit) (?) 60, 0( 


** DATE OF CALLS 
MCLEAN, VA 
MCLEAN, VA 

01/13/86 

** DATE OF CALLS 
MCLEAN, VA 
MCLEAN, VA 
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{ MCLEAN, VA 
) MCLEAN," VA 
. \ MCLEAN, VA 

I MCLEAN, VA 

L 01/14/86 Maule 

** DATE OF CALLS : 01/1S/86 

Av,'-*-'' - QUEENS, NY 

01/15/86 

** DATE OF CALLS: 01/16/86 

v MCLEAN, VA 

\ MCLEAN, VA 
’ MCLEAN, VA 
') 01/16/86 

** DATE OF CALLS 01/17/86 

L_ MCLEAN, VA 

01/17/86 

** DATE OF CALLS : 01/ 1 9/86 

LOS GATOS, CA 

LOS GATOS, CA 

** DATE OF CALLS : 01/20/86 
LOS GATOS, CA *■■■■■_ 
01/20/86 ^Howard Rice 
Ace 

** DATE OF CALLS : .01/27/86 

LOS GATOS, CA 

01/27/86 Defex Frebourg (?) 

** DATE OF CALLS: 01/29/86 

LOS GATOS, CA “ 

LOS GATOS, CA 

01/29/86 Quintero 

S ** DATE OF CALLS: 01/31/86 

<_-> \ LOS CATOS, CA 1 

LOS GATOS, CA 
LOS GATOS, CA 
LOS GATOS, CA 

01/31/86 

** DATE OF CALLS: 

LOS GATOS, CA 

** DATE OF CALLS: 

LOS GATOS, CA ' 

LOS GATOS, CA 

02/03/86 Mau] 

** DATE OF CALLS: 02/04/86 


.2305 1 I „ . —| 

2303 1 

At*** 
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( LO 
LO 


** DATE OF CALL S: 02/14, 
-SULLIVANS, 

ISLAND 

- LOS GATOS, CA 

02/14/86 



BEVERLY HILLS, 

CA 

** DATE OF CALLS 02/ 2 1/86 
LOS GATOS, CA 
LOS GATOS, CA 
LOS GATOS, CA 

** DATE OF CALLS: 

MCLEAN, VA I 

- LOS GATOS, CA 
- ATLANTA, GA 

LOS GATOS, CA 
N LOS GATOS, CA 1 

- ATLANTA, GA 

- LOS GATOS, CA 
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** DATE -OF CALLS : 02/23/86 
LOS CATOS, CA 
LOS GATOS, CA 
LOS GATOS, CA ' 

** DATE OF CALLS : 02/27/86 

LOS GATOS, CA * 

LOS GATOS, CA 


03/07/86 


** DATE OF CALLS : 03/18/86 
LOS GATOS, CA 
LOS GATOS, CA ' 

LOS GATOS, CA 
LOS GATOS, CA 

>* DATE OF CALLS : 03/20/ 86 
MCLEAN, VA 
MCLEAN, VA 

03/20/86 


" DATE OF CALLS: 
MCLEAN, VA 
'-f \ r MCLEAN, VA 
g ruVJ’C AV MCLEAN, VA 
^.MCLEAN, VA 

03/21/86 


* DATE OF CALLS: 03/24/86 


\ MCLEAN, VA 

"‘V*,.. MCLEAN, VA 

v v 03/24/86 Quintero 

** DATE OF CALLS : 03/25/86 

- MCLEAN, VA 

V-'TJ^-MCLEAN, VA 

03/25/86 

** DATE OF CALLS: 03/26/86 



man 






212 


UNCLASSIFIED 


** DATE OF CALLS:. 04/14/86 
- SHALIMAR, FL ~ 

04/14/86 East Inc. 

Southern Air 

** DATE OF CALLSj^ 

-MCLEAN, VA 
SHALIMAR, FL 

04/15/86 


** DATE OF CALLS: 
MCLEAN, VA I 
04/16/86 


04/1 6/86 - 

■■mH 1102 22 

Director $ 2,673 

Hakim 3,000 

Hakim 72,580 

Director Fees 2,750 

East Inc. 100,357 

Shapp Green & Langford 


southern Air 
Hakim 

Frebourg (?) 


200,000 
15,000 
161,000 

Ace 57,022 

Aero Contractors (?) 19,635 


** DATE OF CALLS: 
MCLEAN, VA “ 

-MCLEAN, VA 

04/29/86 

** DATE OF CALLS: 
MCLEAN, VA | 

05/02/86 


** DATE OF CALLS : 05/09/86 
LOS GATOS, CA 

LOS GATOS, CA 2 ^. 

los gatos, ca . 

LOS GATOS, CA ■■■■■ 
05/09/86 Travel 

** DATE OF CALLS : 05/13/86 

- MCLEAN, VA 

05/13/86 

** DATE OF CALLS: 

- MCLEAN, VA 
-MCLEAN, VA 
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** DATE OF CALLS; 

C MCLEAN, VA 9 
V. MCLEAN, VA 9 

MCLEAN , VA ■ 

. < LOS GATOS, CA ■ 

LOS GATOS, CA | 

** DATE OF CALLS ; 06/19/ 86 
r — MCLEAN, VA 

** DATE OF CALLS ; 06/ 20/86 
l — MCLEAN, VA 

06/20/86 Korel 

A1 Kassar 
Hakim 

Scitech 

** DATE OF CALLS ; 06/22/86 

- MCLEAN, VA ■■■ 

06/22/86 

** DATE OF CALLS : 06/24/86 

MCLEAN, VA 

06/24/86 

' J* DATE OF CALLS ; 06/25/86 

^ J MCLEAN, VA r 

IjlCLEAN, VA 

06/25/86 

** DATE OF CALLS: 06/26/86 

— MCLEAN, VA r — 

06/26/86 


** DATE OF CALLS: 
DULLES, VA 1 
06 / 27/86 

** DATE OP CALLS: 
LOS GATOS, CA I 
LOS GATOS, CA I 
LOS GATOS, CA 1 
06/30/86 


06/27/86 


Corporate Air Ser. 
,06/30/86 



\ $38, 0C 


kf<~ 


1651 2 
1516 2 
1655 1 
2104 11 
1436 22 


,11,183 

500,000 

11,183 

11,183 

3,728 


** DATE OF CALLS: 
LOS GATOS, CA | 
07/01/86 
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** DATS OF CALLS: 
MCLEAN, VA 
MCLEAN, VA 

07/08/86 


\ 


Ship Expense 
Capt. Arne - 
Currency Exchange 


1111 11 
1044 13 

>15,500 
3,125 
2,778 


C-5 i- 


t'-'* i MCLEAN, VA 

jiVA, — MCLEAN, VA 

07/10 


Ship 


<'’** DATE OF CALLS: 
MCLEAN, VA 

07/15/86 


** DATE OF CALLS: 
MCLEAN, VA J 

07/18/86 


** DATE OF CALLS: 

• LOS GATOS, CA 

07/29/86" 


** DATE OF CALLS: 
LOS GATOS, CA 
LOS GATOS, CA 

08/29/86 

** DATE OF CALLS: 
LOS GATOS, < 

09/02/86 



Insurance 
Portugal t 
Chartering 

Aero Contractors Ltd. 45,392 
07/18/86 

1024 13 

C-123 Ward Purchase 5125,000 
C-123 Hansen (?) 125,000 

Cash Withdrawal 310,000 


Zucker $ 1,000 
Montero 16,204 
Compania (?) 3,993 
Lilac McHose, Chas (?) 4,896 
Lankarani Tila (?) 8,000 


5 H- <- 


$ 51,0 


2335 

725 


TDB Cordelis (?) 

09/02/86 

Corp^Air Services $ "62 ,018 
09/06/86 


627 


927 
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** DATE OF CALLS 
y -MCLEAN, VA 
- MCLEAN, VA 


** DATE OF CALLS: 
^MCLEAN, VA I 

J1CLEAN, VA I 

PHILADELPHIA, | 


** DATE OF CALLS 
- MCLEAN, VA 
C NEW YORK, NY 
, ■ NEW YORK, NY 



** DATE OF CALLS: 
LOS GATOS, CA 

09/08/86] 

** DATE OF CALLS 
LOS GATOS, CA 

09/10/86 


** DATE OF CALLS: 
-INDIAN, MS 

09/16/86 


b 'MCLEAN, VA 

DATE OF CALLS: 
( MCLEAN, VA 
) MCLEAN, VA I 

*• DATE OF CALLS: 
vJICLEAN, VA 
> -FALLS CHURCH, 
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09/24/86 East Inc. 

** DAT* OF CALLS ! 09/25/86 
, NEW YORK, NY 
NEW YORK, NY 


',** DATE OF CALLS: 
MCLEAN, VA 

MCLEAN, VA 

10/03/86 STTGI 
Hakin 


► DATE OF CALLS: 

MCLEAN, VA ! 

10/16/86 

** DATE OF CALLS ! 10/17/86 

MCLEAN, VA ■■■■■■ 

10/17/86 Air Mono Egtan (?) 



** DATE OF CALLS! 10/ 18/86 
_ MCLEAN, VA 

A* DATE OF CALLS! 10/22/86 
'' MCLEAN, VA “ 


„ ** DATE OF CALLS 

; -MCLEAN, VA 
StCC&n —MCLEAN, VA 

ClyOS GATOS, CA 
_ "S LOS GATOS, CA 



> MCLEAN, VA 
(_ MCLEAN, VA 
. LOS GATOS, CA 
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** DATS or CALLS 

- MCLEAN, VA 

- FALLS CHURCH, 


VA 


** DATE OF CALLS 
• MCLEAN, VA 
1 1 - MCLEAN, VA 

,(0 A. —LOS GATOS, CA 
- MCLEAN, VA 

‘ DATE OF CALLS! 
/MCLEAN, VA 


<ic.Ce > Cfl MCI 

Lmci 

(s 


MCLEAN, VA 
, VA 


DATE OF CALLS! 
MCLEAN, VA 
MCLEAN, VA 


<** DATE OF CALLS: 
• . , ' MCLEAN, VA 

>. MCLEAN, VA 
MCLEAN, VA 




** DATS OF CALLS 
MCLEAN, VA 
DULLES, VA 


“‘SI 0 


** DATS or CALLS 
MIDDLEBURG, VA 
-MCLEAN, VA 


** DATE OF CALLS 
- .GREEN BURG, PA 
' LATROBE, PA 
' LATROVE, PA 
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to : 

FROM : 
RE : 
DATE : 


Roland Farina / 
Isabelle Allals/ 

Hillard I. Zucker 
Energy Resources 
10 July 1985 


On 29 June 1985, I withdrew from the account of Compagnle 
de Services Flduclalres at Republic National Bank of New 
York USS20.000 - $15,000 In a check and $5,OOOVln cash.^j 

For SERFID. this Is simply an exchange and It should be 
reimbursed the $20,000 plus 1.51, or $300, to cover loss 
of Interest and handling costs. 

Roland, you should make a transfer from the account of 
ENER6Y of $20,300 to SERFID at whichever bank Isabelle 
needs the money, and In your ENERGY accounting you should 
take this amount from the profit share of Albert Hakim. 


uNcussra 
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See Hearing Exhibit AH-32 
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To the Shareholder! of 
CSF luvcatmenta, Ltd.: 


AUTHORIZE rp, Fn.jfi.3 Jvi 
Ka jpOWTl&yf r 

cli/K^lmu# -L|cl 


He have examined the balance iheet of CSF INVESTMENTS, LTD. 

(a Bermuda Company) aa of December 31, 1984 and the related etatementa of 
ineoan and retained aarninga and changea in financial poaition for tha year 
then ended. Our examination! were made in accordance with generally 
accepced auditing atandarda and, accordingly, included auchrtiatf of tha 
accounting record! and auch other auditing procedure! aa we conaidered 
necceeary in the circunatancea. 

Aa diacuaaed in nota 3, 0.8.88,417,365 art due from the Parent. 

Ha have not audited tha financial atatementa of the Perent aa of Decem- 
ber 31, 1984 and conaaquently cannot fora an opinion aa to the ultimate : •* 
realixatlon of thia amount. 

In our opinion, aubject to the realixetion of the amount! due . 

from the Perent the financial ecateaMnta raferred to above preaent fairly 
the finencial poaition of CSF Invaataenta, Ltd. aa of December 31, 1984 and 
the reaulta ef^lta operation! and tha changea in ita financial poaition for 
the year th^ijqilad in conformity with generally accepced accounting prin- 
ciple!, applied on a baaia conaiatant with that of the preceding year. 




Geneva, Switzerland, 
July 30, 1983. 
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See Final Report Exhibit Chapter 22, Footnote 10 
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See Hearing Exhibits EA-22, OLN-203, and OLN-307 
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HAND DELIVERED 

The Honorable Lee H. Hamilton The Honorable Daniel K. Inouye 
Permanent Select Committee on Chairman, U.S. Senate Select 
International Affairs Committee on Secret Military 

U.S. House of Representatives Assistance to Iran and the 
United States Capitol Nicaraguan Opposition 

Room H405 901 Hart Senate Office Building 

Washington, DC 20515 Washington, DC 20515 

Gentlemen: 

On behalf of Richard V. Secord, I am writing to 
correct and comment on certain testimony taken before the 
Select Committees and to respond to certain statements made by 
various members of the Committees which misrepresent the facts 
and portray' my client and his conduct in a false and 
underserved light. In view of the effort undertaken by various 
members of the Committees to discredit General Secord and the 
attempts to impeach portions of his testimony, we feel it fair 
and appropriate that this letter and the accompanying exhibits 
be made a part of the official record of investigation: and we 
formally request such relief. 

General Secord was the first witness called to give 
public testimony. . -His appearance before the Committees 
followed countless hours of debriefing during which he 
patiently and with great accuracy recited the facts ar.d 


Par,,: 'y Declassified/ Released 

under provisions of E.0. llm 
4 3. Reger, national Security Council 
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Sharp. Green & Lankford 


UNCLASStFlED 


The Honorable Lee H. Hamilton and 
Daniel K. Inouye 
August 20, 1987, 

Page 2 

circumstances surrounding the operational details of the Contra 
supply operation and the Iranian initiative. It is only fair 
for the Committees to acknowledge that the information provided 
by General Secord was of critical importance and of invaluable 
assistance to the progress of the investigation. It should 
also be noted that General Secord ultimately succumbed to the 
entreaties of both Chief Counsel who largely induced his 
voluntary testimony by appeals to General Secord's sense of 
duty, service and responsibility to his country and the 
Congress. 

General Secord was prepafed for tough questions and 
tough criticism. But in light of the way his testimony was 
procured, we were not prepared for unfair criticism or for the 
technique employed by some interrogators of using false 
information to prompt derogatory comments about General Secord 
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Daniel K. Ino 
August 20, 1987 > 
Page 3 


business pursuits. During that time he received a salary of 
$6000 per month. The amount is hardly excessive. 

Albert Hakim acknowledged in his testimony on June 3 , 
1987, that he accumulated profits from arms sales for the 
benefit of General Secord in an account known as Korel Assets 
even though General Secord forswore any such remuneration. 
None of the accumulated profits were ever distributed to 
General Secord, a fact confirmed by House Counsel, Mr. Nields, 
when he stated publicly on June 3rd that: 

I think the record should reflect that 
unlike some of these other accounts, we 
have been able to determine no withdrawals 
from the KOrel Assets account as of this 

A great deal of time and attention was devoted by 
members of the Committees in examining the profit earned on 
arms transactions. The frenzy to portray these sales as 
generating exhorbitant profit came close to overshadowing what 
should have been the more important issues. General Secord 
testified that . the gross profit on arms sales ranged from 
between 20 percent to 30 percent. That markup was and is 
extremely reasonable, and the merchandise delivered was 
unquestionably of high quality. When General Singlaub appeared 
some members again attempted to use his testimony to criticize 
General Secord' s efforts through a supposed comparison of the 
prices charged by each. The comparison was nonsense ar.d the 
equivalent of an apple and _orange exercise. We demonstrated 





sc 



Although General Secord never withdrew money from his 
so-called profit account and although he attempted no movement 
or secreting of funds during the days when these operations 
were on the brink of public disclosure, the notion was born and 
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Early March, 1986 — $6 million available. $2-4 
million required for aircraft hull self-insurance per 
Israeli demand. 


C. Estimated disbursements for March and April, 1986, 

included the following! 

Israeli Air Force $ 150,000 

Costa Rica Air Strip 

Project (Contra) 150,000 

Defex (Contra) 2,360,000 

Aircraft Procurement (Contra) 1,000,000 
Salaries (Contra) 50,000 

Contra Medical Expenses 50,000 

Initial Blowpipe 

Procurement (Contra) 200,000 

Fenced Insurance 

Fund (Contra) 200,000 



We are confident that the Israelis will confirm this 
requirement. 

Does not include what by this time is a $4 million 



UNCLASSIFIED 
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The Honorable Lee H. 'Hamilton and 
Daniel K. Inouye 
August 20, 1987. 

Page 7 




April 1, 1986 — $5 million available. Estimated 
disbursements for April, May and June, 1986, 
included: 


Aircraft Operations and 

Maintenance (Contra) $ 
Israeli Air Force 
Communications Procurement 
(Contra) 

Initial Blowpipe Procurement 
(Contra) 

Medical Supplies and Local 

atgi^B 

(Contra) 

Southern Air Transport 
(Contra) 

Salaries (Contra) 

Defex. (.Contra) .. t 

Israeli TOWs _ 


iMussm 
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Sharp. Green & Lankford 

The Honorable Lee H. Hamilton 
Daniel K . Inouye 
August 20, 1987 
Page 1 0 

$10 million owed to him. Estimated disbursements 
through August, 1986, included: 

Refund demanded by 

Ghorbanifar $10,000,000 

Airlift Operation and 
Maintenance, July and 
August (Contra) 500,000 

Salaries, July and August 

(Contra) 90,000 

Insurance Fund Fenced (Contra) 200,000 
Secure Communications 

Equipment (Iran) 120,000 

Ship, Erria, Operations 

(Contra) ISO, 000 

Shipload Munitions (Contra) 2,200,000 
$13,260,000* 

H. Early August, 1986 — $9 million available. 

Ghorbanifar still claims $10 million owed to him and 
threatens to expose the operation unless paid. 



Does not include what by this time is a 
hull insurance fund. 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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The Honorable Lee H. Hamilton 
Daniel K. Inouye 
August 20, 1987 
Page 11 
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Estimated disbursements through September, 1986, 




Refund to Ghorbar.ifar $10,000,000 

Airlift Operations and 

Maintenance, August and 
September (Contra) 400,000 

Salaries, August and 

September (Contra) 90,000 

Shipping, Erria, Expenses 

(Contra) 90,000 

Insurance Fund Fenced 

(Contra) 200,000 

$10,780,000* 


Although at the time these operations were disclosed 
in November, 1986, approximately $8 million was available, 
Ghorbanifar still .continued to press his claim. During this 
period General Secord contemplated the purchase of a 707 
aircraft and spare parts in connection with implementing the 


Does not include what by this time is a $4 million 
hull insurance fund. 

UNCUSSIflEO 
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The Honor Able Lee H. Hamilton and 
Daniel K. Inouye 
August 20, 1987 
Page 12 

second channel ($2-2.5 million), and roughly a million dollars 
were owed or obligated on account of the following: 

Danish ship agent ($300,000+); Southern Air Transport 
($100,000); death benefits ($200,000); Swiss Air 
charter ($50,000) bills ($100,000); Costa 

Rica real estate bill ($100,000+) and $100,000 
miscellaneous (including continued funding for the 
ship Erria) . 

Planning for the establishment and funding of a 
permanent European joint venture company to support 

U.S. /Iranian commercial transactions over a several-year period 
(until, such time as the two governments could deal directly 
with one another) was terminated when these operations were 
exposed. Israel had concurred in this venture, and it was 
contemplated that Iran would donate $20-40 million to the new 
venture to make it viable. This would include sufficient funds 
to "forward finance" procurements from the U.S. and from Europe 
after agreement by. y.S.„ and Iranian government officials as 
n the nine-point plan. 


The allocation exercise periodically undertaken by 
General Secord was admittedly based on estimates, but it is 
against this background of competing claims and demands that he 
made his decisions to fund the Contras at whatever level 
circumstances would permit. Ghorbanifar 1 s claims « 


UNCLASSIFIED 
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The Honorable Lee H. 

Daniel K. Inouye 
August 20, 1987 
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was reported as income on General Secord's 1985 tax return. In 
1986 General Secord purchased a Porsche automobile for $31,000. 
(Porsche never got so much free publicity) . General Secord 
insists that the money to buy the car was borrowed from Albert 
Hakim, consistent with a pattern of loans made to him in 
accordance with a 1983 business agreement, which includes yet 
another loan of $32,000 for legal fees made by Hakim in 
February of this year. 

We, of course, are not familiar with the personal 
purchases of members of Congress. It would be interesting 
(perhaps) to know all about them. But what is so unwholesome 
or sinister (or of national importance) about buying a Porsche 
and a 15 year old airplane, and if you insist On linking these 
acquisitions to the Iran/Contra projects: "where’s the beef?" 
If you add up every dime that found its way to General Secord's 
pockets which is in any way arguably related to the Iran/Contra 
projects (even without regard to what it represents), you never 
get above $225,p0p..00.. T!>at is hardly an extraordinary sum for 
two years of work, and it is clearly unworthy of the 
exploitation attempted by some members of the Committees. 

Certain members of the Committees chose (we think 
deliberately) to ignore confirmed facts in an effort to 
embarrass General Secord and serve their personal, political 
agenda. For example. General Secord was accused of using 
donated funds to purchase Haule aircraft for himself, a 

UHMSSIFIED 
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The Honorable Lee H. Hamilton and . 

Daniel K. Inouye 
August 20, 1987 
Page 15 

supposed fact which astonished several of the donors during 
their public testimony and which was presumably designed to 
elicit similar emotions from the listening audience. The truth 
is simply that all Maule aircraft were transferred to the 
Contras } the Committees know that and knew it at the time this 
charade was played out in public. 

Toying with the facts is unbecoming during a 
congressional investigation, yet it occurred frequently. In 
interrogating another witness, a Senator asserted that General 
Secord and Albert Hakim were the owners of East Inc., a company 
which contracted to provide operations and maintenance services 
in Central America. The claim is false. Even worse was the 
Senator's use and manipulation of documents to make it appear 
that General Secord was charging excessive profits on aircrew 
salaries. The facts are that the documents used by the Senator 
did not relate to aircrew salaries and, even more 
significantly, the documents were not records of any company 
owned or controlled by General Secord. The language used by 
the Senator to make his point was downright ugly, and the whole 
episode was outrageous. 

Other members attempted to dance on General Secord 's 
back by asserting that he had no security clearance. Again, 
the truth is that General Secord held the highest level DOD 
security clearance until January of 1987. When Felix Rodriguez 
was called to testify, he was fed a series of leading questions 
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Sharp. Green & Lankford 

The Honor alile Lee H. Hamilton 
Daniel K. Inouye 
August 20, 1987 
Page 18 

voluntary testimony from important witnesses is a separate 
question. Certainly the treatment accorded General Secord 
could not have been designed to enhance the image of Congress 
as an impartial and fair investigator. 

On behalf of Richard V. Secord, I respectfully 
request that this letter be entered in the official record of 
the Committees’ investigation. 
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• - • ARMS SALES PROFIT ANALYSIS 

PREPARED BY RICHARD V. SECORD 
1985-1986 

Phase I (Airlift February 1985; Sealift April 1985) 

Sell $2,346,175 
Costs 1,634,901 

Profit 711,274 or 30.3% gross (43.5% of cost) 

Phase II (Airlift March 1985) 

Sell $1,235,596 
Costs 924,756 

Profit 310,840 or 25.1% gross (33.6% of cost) 

Phase III (Sealift June 1985) 

Sell $6,407,512 
Costs 5,190,512 

Profit 1,217,000 or 18.99% gross (23.45% of cost) 

Phase IV (Airlift November 1985) 

Sell $2,255,200 
Costs 2.003.200 

Profit 252,000 or 11% gross (12.78% of cost) 
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[DEBIT ADVICE 


ALBOt: VALUCS COUP 


CHARGES 
VAL 01 MAI 0 




CLIENTS ACCT 

HOARE’S BANK SORTING CODE 
LONDON 
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See Hearing Exhibit OLN-181 
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geneva. JANUARY 7TH, 1946 
ATTN: flRS NANCY DORAS 1 A 
RE : CSF INVESTDENTS LTO. 

PLEASE TELEX TRANSFER THE ADOUNT OF US OLRS 125' 000 
BY OROER OF UOALL RESEARCH CORPORATION 

TO: FIRST UNION NATIONAL BANK 
CHARLOTTE - NORTH CAROLINA 
ROUTINE TRANSFER NO. 053 000 219 

FOR: GREENSBORO - ROUTINE NO. 053 108 580 

iKc 60 M? u Bo^|^^|j^^^ iRfi:il:TON ^ ESCf>ou A6ENT 

TEST KEY NO 489 

THf? YOU IN AOVANCE. 

BE5: TEGAROS, 

CSF "iNVESTDENTS LTO. 

•• Start of rtsponse •» 

•• Tilix sent 17:45:32 07/01/86 .• . ^ 


H 101 CV* ^ 56c6oo/l 


42r. 5 CSF CH 
42T- . BL1CBANK 


?V/ 


DATE: 07/01/86 
TIDE: 17:45:32 
REF: 01768 

043.^421434 

023421434+ 

ITT JAN 07 1146 
421434 BLICBANK 

428665 CSF CH 
Cl 
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and the Undersecretary of the Naw with a recommendation 
by MIS that protection be provided. 


5. Who decided to provide' the protection’ 

The decision was made h v the Undersecretary of the Naw on 
8 April 108’. 

6. What were the dares the ItCol Worth and his family went to 
Camp Lejeune, North Carottna, for protection? 

13-17 April 1987. 

I understand that other questions relating to the criteria used to 
determine whether protection was warranted and the statutory and 
regulatory authority for such protection will he addressed 
separately by the Secretary of the Naw. 


Sincere!*, 


PE T FR trr WUBPHY' — " I 

Counsel for the Commandant of the Marine Corps 


•MSS/® 
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THE SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 
WASHINGTON. 0 C 20350 
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The Honorable Warren B. Rudman 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20S10 

Dear Senator Rudman: 

Your staff has requested that I provide you information 
concerning the policy of the Department of the Navy concerning 
protection of personnel. 

Protection for Department of the Navy personnel, their 
dependents, facilities, and equipment from terrorist acts is 
provided pursuant to the statutory authority of the Secretary of 
Defense (10 U.S.C. 113) and the Secretary of the Navy (10 U.S.C. 
5013). Enclosed are the applicable directives implementing 
departmental policy with respect to such protection. Within the 
Department of the Navy, the responsibility for providing 
protective services has been assigned to the Commander, Naval 
Security and Investigative Command (Naval Investigative Service). 
Upon receipt of information indicating a threat to a particular 
individual, the Commander Naval Security and Investigative Command 
would assess the validity of the information, determine whether 
protective services were appropriate, and, if so, at what level. 

If the military member was, at the time of the reported threat, 
assigned outside the Department of the Navy, Commander Naval 
Security and Investigative Command would coordinate any 
consideration for protective service with other interested 
agencies. 


Sincerely, 
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1) September 3l 1986 

H F 1365 

MEMO TO THE FILES (jlVt 

FROM: Steven K. Betty < Associate Counsel VLn uQlllt 22-»5~ 

RE: August 6, 1986, 8:35 a.m., White House Situation Room. 

Discussion with Hr. Ollie North regarding House Resolution 485, 
directing the President to provide to the House of Representatives 
certain information concerning tne activities of Lieutenant Colonel 
Oliver Worth or any other member of the staff of the National 
Security Council in support of tne Nicaraguan Resistance, suomitted 
oy congressman Tom Coleman. 

In attendance: 3co Pearson, Counsel, NSC; OUie North, Special Assistant, 

NSC; Ron Sable, Director of Legislative Affairs, NSC; Tom Latimer, HPSCI; 

Steve 3erry, HPSCI . 

Members present: Chairman Hamilton, Mssrs. McCurdy, Kastenmeier, Daniel, 

Roe, Stump, Ireland, Hyde, Cheney, Livingston and McEwen. 

Mr. Ollie North indicated that his principle mission was to coordinate 
contacts with the FDN (the Nicaraguan Resistance) and U.S. government 
officials. One of che main purposes of his job was to assess the long-term 
viability of the FDN as a democratic institution and to explain the O.S. 
government's relationship to that organization including the explanation of 
the Boland Amendment. North indicated he gave the FDN and their officials 
advice on human rights and political advice concerning the need for an 
improved civic image. North also explained the United States' legal position 
with regard to the guidelines and limitations of U.S. support as outlined 
under the Boland Amendment. Prior to the ban on assistance to the Nicaraguan 
Resistance of October 1, 1983, North indicated he had given books to the 
leadership of the FDN which focused on creating guerrilla movements and 
popular support for their goals, ideas and objectives. In support of that 
concept. North asked the FDN leaders to focus on the principles and the 
tactics espoused by such individuals as Maosetung apd Sungsu and Cneginerna 
and also asked that they focus on the' internal and external support necessary 
to continue the movement. North indicated that he stressed these points with. 
Calero, Bermudez, Cruz, Rotoello, and Pastors wnen he was an active 
participant. 
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Similarly, -Mr. North indicted ha did not know Mr. Terrill, an individual 
who had appeared on numacoua naws shows and wno nad seen quoted in newspapers 
supporting allegations of improper activities of Colone :iorth. furtnermo:*, 
it seamed as enough Mr. Terrill was not- wno na said he was and had never seen 
an Army officer. 

Mr. Nortn in a direct response to a question regarding the proprieties of 
nis activities after October 1, 1984, responded that he did not in any way, 
nor at any time violate the spirit, principles or legal requirements of t.ne 
Boland Amendnent . 


Congressman Ireland indicated thae he had heard of several personal 
difficulties colonel North and his family had experienced since the newpaper 
articles diclosed his joo, duties and responsibilities in the NSC. 


To summarize, Colonel North, his wife and children, have been targets of 
organized protests and pickets in front of his home, his personal property was 
damaged, fences tom down, his car damaged, his house had been broken into, 
his dog had been poisoned, his family received continuous threatening phone 
calls during all hours of the day and night and his children had been 
tnreatened. At the suggestmnofthe FBI and Secret Service his family -was 
moved for several weeks to^^W^W whil e improved security procedures were 
installed in his home at North 1 * 



Near the conclusion of the meeting. Congressman McCurdy supported by 
several other Members of the Committee indicated that althougn it was no 
longer necessary for tne Intelligence Cocnittae to meet to report on 
H. Res. 485 to stay its privileged status, he hoped the Intelligence Committee 
would meet to adversely report B. Res. 485 in the near future. The Chairman 
responded that action would be more appropriately done at a Full Committee 
Meeting after all Members had been notified of the Caumicte* meeting. 


The Chairman expressed his appreciation for the good faith — effort thae 
Admiral Poindexter had shown in arranging a meeting and indicated his 
satisfactlOO in the responses received. Ron Sable from the NSC staff 
expressed the Adai nistrat ion's concern and his hope that tnis meeting had 
satisfied the coeoittee's concern with regard to the allegations of improper 
conduct by Lt Col North and further expressed his hope chat this meeting would 
oe the final chapter in the Committee's inquiries. The Chairman indicated 
that, barring any new or additional information, he too thought the Committee 
would be setisfied with the information that it had received. 
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August 18 1987 


mm 


SC Q4Uo 


record. Accordingly, I ask that you consider this letter 
supplementation to, or correction of, Mr. Seccrd's previc 
testimony. 



Attorney for Richard V. Secord 


Seer, and Agreed to: 



UAk i : UtL 

Date / 
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HAND DELIVERED 

The Honorable Lee H. Hamilton The Honorable Daniel K. Inouye 
Permanent Select Committee on Chairman, u.S. Senate Select 
International Affairs Committee on Secret Military 

U.S. House of Representatives Assistance to Iran and the 
United States Capitol Nicaraguan Opposition 

Room H405 901 Hart Senate Office Building 

Washington, DC 2051S Washington, DC 20515 

Gentlemen: 

On behalf of Richard V. Secord, I am writing to 
correct and comment on certain testimony taken before the 
Select Committees and to respond to certain statements made by 
various members of the Committees which misrepresent the facts 
and portray my client and his conduct in a false and 
underserved light. In view of the effort undertaken by various 
members of the Committees to discredit General Secord and the 
attempts to impeach portions of his testimony, we feel it fair 
and appropriate that this letter and the accompanying exhibits 
be made a part of the official record of investigation,- and we 
formally request such relief. 

General Secord was the first witness called to give 


public testimony .JHis appearance before the Committees 
followed countless hours of debriefing during which he 
patiently and with great accuracy recited the facts ar.d 
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August 20, 1987 
Page 3 

business pursuits. During that time he received a salary of 
$6000 per month. The amount is hardly excessive. 

Albert Hakim acknowledged in his testimony on June 3, 
1987, that he accumulated profits from arms sales for the 
benefit of General Secord in an account known as Xorel Assets 
even though General Secord forswore any such remuneration. 
None of the accumulated profits were ever distributed to 
General Secord, a fact confirmed by House Counsel, Mr. Nields, 
when he stated publicly or. June 3rd that: 

I think the record should reflect that 
unlike some of these other accounts, we 
have been able to determine no withdrawals 
from the Korel Assets account as of this 
date. 

A great deal of time and attention was devoted by 
members of the Committees in examining the profit earned on 
arms transactions. The frenzy to portray these sales as 
generating exhorbitant profit came close to overshadowing what 
should have been the more important issues. General Secord 
testified that the gross profit on arms sales ranged from 
between 20 percent to 30 percent. That markup was and is 
extremely reasonable, and the merchandise delivered was 
unquestionably of high quality. When General Singlaub appeared 
some members again attempted to use his testimony to criticize 
General Secord's efforts through a supposed comparison of the 
prices charged by each. The comparison was nonsense and tne 
equivalent of an apple and orange exercise. We demonstrated 

JtUftAS Sffi 
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The Honorable Lee H. Hamilton and 
Daniel K. Inouye 
August 20, 1987, 

Page 4 

all of this in a letter I wrote to the Committees on May 26, 
1987. A copy of my letter is attached hereto for your 
convenience. Additionally, we supplied the staff with an "Arms 
Sales Profit Analysis” memo which was nothing more than an 
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The Honorable Lee H. Hamilton and 
Daniel K. Inouye 
August 20, 1987 
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The Honorable Lee H. Hamilton a 
Daniel K. Inouye 
August 20, 1987 
Page 7 




April 1, 1986 — $5 million available. Estimated 
disbursements for April, May and June, 1936, 
included: 


Aircraft Operations and 

Maintenance (Contra) $ 
Israeli Air Force 
Communications Procurement 
(Contra) 

Initial Blowpipe Procurement 
(Contra) 

Medical Supplies and Local 

atm^ 

(Contra) 

Southern Air Transport 
(Contra) 

Salaries (Contra) 

Defeat (Contra) .. 2 

Israeli TOW'S _ 


120,000 

72,000 

200,000 

822,000 


*Does not include what by this time is a $4 million 
hull insurance fund. 

MKLUSfO 



Sharp, Green & Lankford 

The Honorable Lee H. Hamilton 
Daniel K. Inouye 
August 20, 1987 
Page 8 

E. End April — $4 million available. $4 million needed 

for hull insurance reserve. Estimated disbursements 
through June included: 

Defex (Contra) $ 280,000 

Aircraft Operations and 

Maintenance (Contra) 6SO,000 

Three British Air Crewmen 

(Contra) 110,000 

Blowpipe Procurement (Contra) 1,000,000 
Salaries (Contra) 72,000 

Israeli TOW'S 822,000 

Costa Rica Air Field (Contra) 60,000 
SAT (Contra) 35,000 

Insurance Fund Fenced (Contra) 200,000 
C123 Spare Parts (Contra) 200,000 

Israeli Air Force 185.000 

. 53,634,000* 



hull insurance fund. 
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August 20, 1987 

Page 9 

F. Early June, 1986 — Hull insurance requirement still 
in effect. $13 million available. Estimated 
disbursements through July, 1986, included: 

Refund demanded by 

Ghorbanifar $15,000,000 

Airlift Operations and 
Maintenance through 
July (Contra) 500,000 

Salaries through July (Contra) 90,000 
Israeli Air Force 240,000 

Costa Rica Airfield Completion 100,000 
Shipload of Munitions (Contra - 

for delivery in August 3,300,000 
Insurance Fund Fenced (Contra) 200,000 
Aircraft Procurement 

(Contra) 500,000 

$19,930,000* 

G. July 1, 1986 — $12 million available. $2 million 
still needed for hull insurance. Ghorbanifar claims 


UNCLASSIFIED 


hull ii 


include 




Refund demanded by 

Ghorbanifar $10,000,000 

Airlift Operation and 
Maintenance, July and 
August (Contra) 500,000 

Salaries, July and August 

(Contra) 90,000 

Insurance Fund Fenced (Contra) 200,000 
Secure Communications 

Equipment (Iran) 120,000 

Ship, Erria, Operations 

(Contra) 150,000 

Shipload Munitions (Contra) 2,200,000 
S13,260,000* 


H. Early August, 1986 -- $9 million available. 



Does not include what by this time is a $2 million 
hull insurance fund. 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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The Honorable Lee H. 

Daniel K. inouye 
August 20, 1987 
Page 11 


Hamilton and 


% 


Estimated disbursements through September, 
included: 


Refund to Ghorbar.ifar $10,000,000 

Airlift Operations and 
Maintenance, August and 
September (Contra) 400,000 

Salaries, August and 

September (Contra) 90,000 

Shipping, Erria, Expenses 

(Contra) 90,000 

Insurance Fund Fenced 

(Contra) 200,000 

$10,780,000* 


1986, 


Although at the time these operations were disclosed 
in November, 1986, approximately $8 million was available, 
Ghorbanifar still, .continued to press his claim. During this 
period General Secord contemplated the purchase of a 707 
aircraft and spare parts in connection with implementing the 


Does not include what by this time is a $4 million 
hull insurance fund. 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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and was qualified to explain. United States policy in regard to 



Although other portions of the record are deserving 
of comment, it is impossible to examine each and every 
distortion or inaccuracy in a letter such as this. What is 
important to emphasize is that General Secord was made to pay a 
very high price for voluntarily coming forward, without 
immunity, to assist the Congress in its investigation, and, for 
sure, he is not inclined to answer the phone if his government 
calls again. 

Certain of the immunized witnesses were actually 
praised for th«ir. .co.urag.e to testify, in contrast to General 
Secord* whose reputation and integrity were attacked for 
obvious, partisan purposes. Although this entire experience 
has been more than slightly bitter for General Secord, he 
reamins confident that he acted appropriately and honestly in 
the service of his country. 

Whether by its treatment of General Secord the 
Congress has hampered its ability to entice and receive 

iimim newirn 
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John W. Wields, Jr. Esq. 
Counsel to U.S. House Selec 
Committee to Investigate 
Arms Transactions with Ii 
Room Hi 1 9 

United States Capitol 
Washington, DC 
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ARMS SALES PROFIT ANALYSIS 
P.REPARED BY RICHARD V. SECORD 
1985-1986 

Phase I (Airlift February 1985; Sealift April 1985) 

Sell $2,346,175 
Costs 1,634,901 

Profit 711,274 or 30.38 gross (43.5% of cost) 

Phase II (Airlift March 1985) 

Sell $1,235,596 
Costs 924,756 

Profit 310,840 or 25.18 gross (33.68 of cost) 

Phase III (Sealift June 1985) 

Sell $6,407,512 
Costs S.190.S12 

Profit 1,217,000 or 18.998 gross (23.458 of cost) 

Phase IV (Airlift November 1985) 

Sell $2,255,200 
Costs 2,003,200 

Profit 252,000 or 118 gross (12.788 of cost) 


UNCLASSIFIED 



Phase V (Airlift March 1986) 


Sell $504,140 
Costs 354,140< - 
Profit 150,000 or 



29.7% gross (42.3% of cost) 


Phase VI (Airlift April 1986) 

Sell $441,640 
Costs 353.337 

Profit 88,303 or 19.99* gross (25* of cost) 

Phase VII (2 airlifts May 1986) 

Sell $938,635 
Costs 637,467 

Profit 301,168 or 32* gross (47.2* of cost) 


GRAND TOTALS 
Sell $14,128,898 
Costs 11.101.313 

Profit 3,027,S85 or 21* gross (27.3* of cost) 


Note: (Mali ft July/August 1986 aborted 

Costs about $2,400,000 
Sold CIA 1,500,000 

Returned to Enterprise - 1,200,000 (300,000 brokers 
fee to DEFEX) 


UNCLASSIFIED 



- TOTALS OF TRANSACTIONS PRICED EXCLUSIVELY BV SECORn 


Sell, $11,782,723 
Costs 9,466,412 

Profit 2,316,311 or 19.654 gross (24.54 of cost) 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 
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FROM: JOHN M. POINDEXTER 


SUBJECT: Next Steps re Aid to the Nicaraguan Democratic 

Resistance Forces (drf) 



How should we proceed in our effort to obtain effective 
assistance to the Nicaraguan democratic Resistance Forces (DRF)? 

Background j 

Last month's rejection of our! aid proposal by the House of 
Representatives has dealt a saver* blow to the DRF. As of May 1, 
all humanitarian assistance funds have been expended and no 
further food, medicine, or clpthing is available. By mid-June, 
the outside support which th«| resistance has received will be 
fully depleted and no furthejf significant support appears readily 
available. As time goes on Without any USG or outside assistance, 
the capabilities and morale it the resistance will be seriously 
debilitated. Despite our assurances to the Central American 
democracies, we still do notia clear legislative path that will 
assure a positive vote in the next few weeks. This factor is 
also likely to influence Central American thinking on the 
Contadora accord. 


Our legislative experts advise that our only near-term legislativi 
vehicle is the military construction bill which is pending 
Committee action, in the House. We are advised that Speaker 
O'Neill will accept DRF aid amendments to this bill during the 
week of June 9. Even if such a vehicle passes in the House, we 
stand a good chance of filibuster in the Senate and the likelihooi 
that no aid would be available until August or September 1986. 

Discussion 


Given the urgency of the situation, our interagency team has 
recommended that this issue be addressed at the NSPG meeting c 
Friday, May 16. The group further recommends that we consider a 
immediate reprogramming of $15M from Defense.fCIAi for * 


'stGRET 
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earlier huma nitarian aid and* 61^ reprogramming requires action b> 
only the "^6- intelligence committees K there is a reasonable 
likelihood of success. We can make a good case that this 
humanitarian assistance^TTSM per month through August 1986) is 
essential to maintain -^bSP option of DRF pressure in order to 
improve prospects for {^verifiable and enforceab le Con tadora 
agreement. Those who counsel delay on any DRF aid unt il after 
the Contadora process has 'played out* can be a am jfj j jy d by the 
argument that a ceasefire under Contadora still requires the DRF 
to survive while “national reconciliation negotiations* are 
underway . 



1. That you review the attached Section-by- 
Section Summary (Tab A) prior to the NSPG 
meeting on Friday, May 16. 


Prepared by: 
Oliver North 
Ray Burghardt 

Attachment 

Tab A - Sect ion-by-Sect ion Summary 
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MEMORANDUM TOl 
FROM! 

SUBJECT l 


The Director 

Oliver B. Revell 

Executive Assistant Director 

Investigations 

DEA ASSISTANCE PROVIDED TO 
THE NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 
STATE IN REGARD TO THE 
HOSTAGES IN LEBANON 


This is to confirm information orally provided 
to you on 4/29/87. 

While accompanying the Attorney Genera^or^a 
trip to Bruss els. Belgium, to attend meetings 
■MBht. Charles Allen, the National Intelligence 
Officer for Counterterrorism, advised me that he wanted 
to discuss a sensitive issue in regard to the hostage 
situation. 


Mr. Allen advised that he had recently been 
interviewed by Mr. Arthur L. Liman, Chief Counsel for 
the Senate Select Committee on the Iran Contra matter. 

Mr. Liman showed Allen an action paper from Lt. Col. Oliver 
North to Assistant to the President for National Security 
Affairs Bud McFarland concerning the use of DEA Agents 
to effect the release of hostages held in Lebanon. Mr. 
Allen Indicated that the memorandum was dated in either 


June or July 198S. He further advised that the memorandum 


indicated that 
two DBA Agents 
North for asaii 


(NSC) on hostage issues. Mr. Allen also Indicated that 


these Agents had traveled overseas on behalf of the NSC 
at North's direction and had allegedly expended approximately 


$60,000 in DBA funds on behalf of the NSC. 
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Dear Ross: 


cfUp 


2 3 fAJ % 


N 4247 


I have been briefed on your effort over the 
past several weeks on behalf of our Americans 
abducted in Beirut. On behalf of the American 
people, 1 want to thank you for your discreet 
assistance in this regard. My hope is that 
we may yet succeed in reuniting these men 
with their families and loved ones. Thanks 
again and God bless you. 

Sincerely, 

SU 
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MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN M. POINDEXTER 
H r 


FROM: OLIVER L. NORTH V 

SUBJECT: Follow-on Meeting with Ami ram Nir 


You are scheduled to meet with Ami Nir again this afternoon at 
1:30 p.m. for 10 minutes. Purpose of this meetinois^o_debrief_ 



I Issues, whi 

Minister Peres may raise privately with the President, are 
outlined at Tab III. Nir notes that it is unlikely that Peres 
will discuss any of these with anyone else in the room. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

:ely discuss the papers at Tabs I and II with 




Disapprove . _ 



Partially Declassified/Scleased 

under provisions of E.0. 12356 
oy 3. Reger, National Security Council 


Declassify: OADR 
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Techieal equipment M/V "ERIUA" 
Specification 


POS. 1- 
POS. 2- 
POS. 3- 
POS. 4- 
POS. 5- 
POS. 6- 
POS. 7- 
POS. 8- 
POS. 9- 
P0S.10- 
P0S.11- 
POS .12- 
P0S.22- 


3.643 CASES G.H. 109. 290, -Kgs . 

100 CASES — G.H. 4. 800, -Kgs. 

500 CASES G.H. .16. 500, -Kgs.: 

63 CASES G.H. 1.764,-Kgs. 

4 CASES G.H. 300, -Kgs. 

117 CASES — r G.H. 6:346, -Kgs. 

300 CASES G.H. 29. 040, -Kgs. 

3 CASES G.H. 255, -K$s. 

18 CASES ; — G.H. 1. 503, -Kgs. . 

2 CASES - — — G.H. 207, -Kgs. 

3 CASES G.H. 75, -Kgs. 

11 CASES G.H. 413, -Kgs. 

357 CASES — G.H. 10.710, -Kgs. 

5.121 181.203, 
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Partially Declassified/Released nn^ W.1^1 
under provisions of E.O. 1235b 5 
, /> by B. Reger, National Security Council 

L 

SUBJECT: Agenda for Your Weekly Meeting With the DCI, 

Thursday, May IS, 1986 


MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN M. ^POINDEXTER 
FROM: VINCENT M. CANNISTRARO 


You are scheduled to meet with Director Casey and Deputy Director 
Gates in your office at S:00 p.m. on Thursday, May 8, 1986. The 
following items are on the agenda, according to the DCI’s staff: 
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FleputHica de Pan ami 
Ministerio de Hacienda y Tesoro 
Oirecdon General Consular y de Naves, 
RO. Box 5245, 

Panama 5, 

Republica de Panama. 

Tel: 271166 PANAMA 
Tlx: 2537 SECNAVES 


Buque (vessel) £ /< l /dll '. 

Del (from) 9 /? /19& al(to) / /1 9 

Cubre Viajes Nos. (Covering Voyage Numbers) 
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Hay 23, 1986 
Hay 24, 1986 
Hay 25, 1986 
Hay 26, 1986 
Hay 27, 1986 
Hay 28, 1986 
Hay 29, 1986 


Noon - Narnaca, Cyprus 
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Sharp. Green & Lankford 


Washington. D C 20036 


93 -/ 35 " 


Arthur Liman, Esq. John W. Nields, Jr., Esq. 

Counsel to U.S. Senate Select Counsel to U.S. House Select 
Committee on Secret Committee to Investigate 

Military Assistance to Iran Covert Arms Transactions 
and the Nicaraguan Oppos. with Iran 

901 Hart Senate Office Bldg. Room H419, United States Capitol 
Washington, DC 20510 Washington, DC 20510 

Gentlemen: 


On behalf of Richard V. Secord, I am writing to 
correct certain aspects of his testimony given under oath at 
the last deposition session, at which both of you were in 
attendance. I am sorry that I can no longer supply the precise 

Mr. Secord was asked to acknowledge that he had been 
advised concerning a potential conflict of interest on the part 
of the undersigned arising out of the undersigned's refusal to 
answer inquiries from the Office of Independent Counsel about a 
specific incident which arose during the time the undersigned 
represented both Lieutenant Colonel Oliver North and Mr. 

Mr. Secord replied that he had been independently 
advised concerning this matter, and he confirmed his insistence 
that the undersigned remain as his counsel. At the time of his 
answer, Mr. Secord had- had conversations with other attorneys 
in my office concerning this matter, but, as I explained to Mr. 
Secord following the deposition session, those consultations 
could not be deemed to be with separate and unrelated counsel.. 

Since that time Mr. Seccrd did retain and did consult 
with separate and unrelated counsel to explore all the rami- 
fications surrounding the potential conflict of interest 
issues. Since receiving this independent advice, his decision 
remains the same. However, I thought it prudent to write you 
and to clarify what I think may be some confusion in the 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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business pursuits. During that time he received a salary of 
$6000 per month. The amount is hardly excessive. 



General Secord's efforts through a supposed comparison of the 
prices charged by each. The comparison was nonsense and the 
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Daniel K. Inouye 
August 20, 1987 
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all of this in a letter I wrote to the Committees on May 26, 
1987. A copy of my letter is attached hereto for your 
convenience. Additionally, we supplied the staff with an “Arms 
Sales Profit Analysis" memo which was nothing more than an 
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B. Early March, 1986 — $6 million available. $2-4 

million required for aircraft hull self-insurance per 
Israeli demand. 


C. Estimated disbursements for March 

included the following: 


April, 1986, 


Israeli Air Force $ 

Costa Rica Air Strip 
Project (Contra) 

Defex (Contra) 

Aircraft Procurement (Contra) 
Salaries (Contra) 

Contra Medical Expenses 
Initial Blowpipe 

Procurement (Contra) 

Fenced Insurance 

Fund. (Contra) _ 


150,000 

150.000 
,360,000 
,000,000 

50.000 

50. 000 

200.000 
200,000 


$4,160,000 


We are confident that the Israelis will 
requirement. 

Does not include what by this time is 
hull insurance fund. 


oncu ssm 





350,000 


Local 


(Contra) 

Southern Air Transport 
(Contra) 

Salaries (Contra) 

Defex. (.Contra) .. 

Israeli TOW's 
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The Honorable Lee H. Hamilton and 
Daniel K. Inouye 
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Page 8 

E. End April — $4 million available. $4 million needed 

for hull insurance reserve. Estimated disbursements 


through June included: 


Defex (Contra) $ 280,000 

Aircraft Operations and 

Maintenance (Contra) 650,000 

Three British Air Crewmen 

(Contra) 110,000 

Blowpipe Procurement (Contra) 1,000,000 
Salaries (Contra) 72,000 

Israeli TOW's 822,000 

Costa Rica Air Field (Contra) 60,000 
SAT (Contra) . 55,000 

Insurance Fund Fenced (Contra) 200,000 
C123 Spare Parts (Contra) 200,000 

Israeli Air Force 185,000 

63,634,000* 


Does not include what by this time is a $4 
hull insurance fund. 
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(Contra) 




include 
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hull insurance fund. 
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The Honorable Lee H. Hamilton and 
Daniel K. Inouye 
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Estimated disbursements through September, 1986, 
included : 

Refund to Ghorbanifar 810,000,000 

Airlift Operations and 
Maintenance, August and 
September (Contra) 400,000 

Salaries, August and ~ 

September (Contra) 90,000 

Shipping, Erria, Expenses 

(Contra) 90,000 

Insurance Fund Fenced 

(Contra) 200,000 

$10,780,000* 

Although at the time these operations were disclosed 
in November, 1986, approximately $8 million was available,' 
Ghorbanifar still, .continued to press his claim. During this 
period General Secord contemplated the purchase of a 707 
aircraft and spare parts in connection with implementing the 


Does not include what by this time is a $4 million 
hull insurance fund. 
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second channel ($2-2.5 million), and roughly a million 
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and they presented a credible threat to the continuation of 
operations (although not in 


General Secord's view 


(perhaps) 


or sinister (or of national importance) about 
and a 15 year old airplane, and if you insist 
acquisitions to the Iran/Contra projects: "v 

If you add up every dime that found its way t< 
pockets which is in any way arguably related 
projects (even without regard to what it repr 
get above 5225, pp0.,00.. That is hardly an ext 
two years of work, and it is clearly 
exploitation attempted by some members of the 
Certain members pf the Committees 

deliberately) to ignore confirmed facts .... — 

embarrass General Secord and serve their personal, politics 
agenda. For example. General Secord was accused of usir 


donated 


unds 


purchase 
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The Honorable Lee H. Hamilton and 
Daniel K. Inouye 
August 20, 1987 
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General Secord never committed the United States to fighting 
the Russians in defense of Iran. General Secord knew about. 


and was qualified to explain. United States policy in regard to 



Although other portions of the record are deserving 
of comment, it is impossible co examine each and every 
distortion or inaccuracy in a letter such as this. What is 
important to emphasize is that General Secord was made to pay a 
very high price for voluntarily coming forward, without 
immunity, to assist the Congress in its investigation, and, for 
sure, he is not inclined to answer the phone if his government 


calls again. 

Certain of the immunized witnesses were actually 
praised for their, .courag.e to testify, in contrast to General 
Secord, whose reputation and integrity were attacked for 
obvious, partisan purposes. Although this entire experience 
has been more than slightly bitter for General Secord, he 
reamins confident that he acted appropriately and honestly in 
the service of his country. 

Whether by its treatment of General Secord the 
Congress has hampered its ability to entice and receive 

, UNCLASSIFIED 





Sharp, Green & Lankforc 


SC 0 


997 

■ liSCUSSIFB 

The Honorable Lee H. Hamilton and 
Daniel K. Inouye 
August 20, 1987 
Page 18 

voluntary testimony from important witnesses is a separate 
question. Certainly the treatment accorded General Secord 
could not have been designed to enhance the image of Congress 
as an impartial and fair investigator. 

On behalf of Richard V. Secord, I respectfully 
request that this letter be entered in the official record of 
the Committees' investigation. 
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TOTALS OF TRANSACTIONS PRICED EXCLUSIVELY BY SECORD 
Sell. $11,782,723 
Costs 9,466,412 

Profit 2,316,311 or 19.65* gross (24.5* of cost) 
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CHAPTER 24. COVERT ACTION IN A DEMOCRATIC SOCIETY 
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1. In accordance with Paragraph 10 of the Procedures 
Governing Reporting to the SSCI on Covert Action, executed on 
June 6, 1984, the SSCI and the DCI have jointly reviewed the 
Procedures in order to assess their effectiveness and their 
inpact on the ability of the Committee and the DCI to fulfill 
their respective responsibilities under section 501 of the 
National Security Act of 1947. 

2. The Committee and the DCI agree that the Procedures 
have worked well and that they have aided the Committee and 

the DCI in the fulfillment of their respective responsibilities. 
The Committee and the DCI also agree to add the following 
Procedures set forth below: 

— In accordance with the covert action approval 

and coordination mechanisms set forth in NSDD 159, 
the "advisory" format will be used to convey to 
to the SSCI the substance of Presidential 
Findings, scope papers, and memoranda of notifi- 
cation. 


Advisories will specifically take note of any 
instance in which substantial nonroutine support 
for a covert action operation is to be provided 
by an agency or element of the U.S. Government 
other than the agency tasked with carrying out 
the operation, or by a foreign government or 
element thereof. It is further agreed that 
advisories will describe the nature and scope 
of such support. 


In any case in which the limited prior notice 
provisions of section 501(a)(1)(B) of the 
National Security Act are invoked, the advisory 
or oral notification will affirm that the 
President has determined that it is essential 
to limit prior notice. It is further agreed 
that in any section 501(a)(1)(B) situation, 
substantive notification will be provided to 
the Chairman and Vice Chairman of the SSCI at 
the earliest practicable moment, and that the 


Chairman and Vice Chairman will i 


best of their abiliti 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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ndtif ication of the Majority and Minority leaders 
of the Senate if they have not already been notified. 

It is understood that responsibility for accomplish- 
ment of the required notification rests with the 
Executive Branch. 

— It is understood that paragraph 6 of the Procedures, 
which requires that the SSC1 shall be kept fully and 
currently informed of each covert action operation, 
shall include significant developments in or related 
to covert action operations. 

-- The DC1 will make every reasonable effort to inform 
the Committee of Presidential Findings and signifi- 
cant covert action activities and developments as 
soon as practicable. 

3. In accordance with paragraph 4 of the Procedures, the 
DCI recognizes that significant implementing activities in 
military or paramilitary covert action operations are matters ' 
of special interest and concern to the Committee. It is agreed, 
therefore, that notification of the Committee prior to implement- 
ation will be accomplished in the following situations, even if 
there is no requirement for separate higher authority or 
Presidential approval or notification: 

-- Significant military equipment actually is to be 

supplied for the first time in an ongoing operation, 
or there is a significant change in the quantity 
or quality of equipment provided; 

-- Equipment of identifiable U.S. Government origin 
is initially made available in addition to or in 
lieu of nonattributable equipment; 

-- There is any significant change involving the 

participation of U.S. military or civilian staff, 
or contractor or agent personnel, in military or 
paramilitary activities. 

4. The DCI understands that when a covert action operation 
includes the provision of material assistance or training to a 
foreign government, element, or entity that simultaneously is 
receiving the same kind of U.S. material assistance or training 
overtly , the DCI will explain the rationale for the covert 
component. 
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informed if the President ever decides to Halve, 
rescind any Executive Order provision applicabli 
of covert action operations. 


wishes to be 
change, or 
to the conduct 


6. The Committee and the DC I recognize that the under- 
standings and undertakings set forth in this document are 
subject to the possible exceptional circumstances contemplated 
in section 501 of the National Security Act. 


7. The Procedures Governing Reporting to the SSCI on 
covert action, as modified by this agreement, will remain in 
force until modified by mutual agreement. 



June S, 1986 
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Procedures -Governing Reporting 
to the Senate Select Commltteeon Intelligence (SSC1) 
on Covert Action 

The DC 1 and the SSC1 agree that a planned Intelligence 
activity may constitute a "significant anticipated intelligence 
activity" under section SOI of the National Security Act of 
1947 (the "Intelligence Oversight Act of 1980") even if the 
planned activity is part of am ongoing covert action 
operation within the scope of an existing Presidential 
Finding pursuant to the Hugbea-Ryan Amendment (22 U.S.C. 

2422). The DC1 and the SSCI further agree that they s>ay 
better discharge their respective responsibilities under 
the Oversight Actfcy reaching a clearer understanding 
concerning reporting of covert action activity. To this end 
the DC1 and the SSCI make the following representations and 
undertakings, subject to the possible exceptional clrcimstances 
contemplated in the Intelligence Oversight Act : 

1. In addition to providing the SSCI with the text of 
new Presidential Findings concerning covert action, the DC1 
will provide the SSCI with the contents of the accompanying 
scope paper following approval of the Finding. The contents 
of the Scope paper will he provided in writing unless the 
SSCI and the DCl agree that an oral presentation would be 
preferable. Any subsequent modification to the scope paper 
will he provided to the SSCI. 


2. The DC! also will inform the SSCI of any other 
planned covert action activities for which higher authority 
or Presidential approval has been provided, including, but 
not limited to, approvals of any activity which would 
substantially change the scope of an ongoing covert action 
operation. 


). Notification of the above decisions will be provided 
to the SSCI as soon as practicable and prior to implementation 
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4. The DC1 and the SSCI recognize that an activity 
plannad to be cart ltd out in connection with an ongoing 
ceveytfMk operation Bay be of auch a nature that the 
Commf^^^Hfedeeire notification of the activity prior to 
iapMHMIMHK&even if the activity dot* not require 
eep ffi ce hlfKiA- authority or Presidential approval. The 
SSCt will, in connection with each ongoing covert action 
mentation, coaaunieate to the DC1 the kind* of activltiea 
(te. addition to those described in Paragraphs l and 2) that 
ifr would consider to fall in this category. The OCI will 
independently take ateps to ensure that the SSCI is also 
advised of activities that the DC! reasonably believes 
fall to this category. 

5. When briefing the SSCt on a new Presidential 
Finding or on any activity described in paragraphs 2 or 4, 
the presentation should include a discussion of all iaportant 
elements of Che activity, including operational end political 
risks, possible reocrcussions under treaty obligations or 
agraanents, and any apacial issuas raised under U.S. law. 

6. To keep the SSCI fully and currently intoned on 

the progress and status of each covert action operation, the - 
OCI will provide to the SSCI* (A) a comorehenslve annual 
briefing on all covert action operations : and (B) regular 
information on implementation of each ongoing operation, 
with emphasis on aspects in which the SSCI has indicated 
particular interest. 

7. The OCI and the SSCt agree that the above procedures 
reflect the fact that covert action activities are of 
particular sensitivity, and it is imperative that every 
effort be made to prevent their unauthorised disclosure. 

The SSCI will protect the Information provided pursuant to 
these notification procedures in accordance with the procedures 
set forth in S.Ras. 400, and with special tegard for the 
extreme sensitivity of these activities. It is further 
recognised that public reference to covert action activities 
raises settous problems for the United States abroad, and, 
tharefoce, such references by either the Executive or 
Legislative Branches are inappropriate. It is alee recognized 
chat the compromise of classified information concerning 
covert activities does not automatically declassify such 
information. The appearance of references to such activities 
in the public media does not constitute authorisation to 
discuss such activities. The DC! and the SSCI recognise 
that the long established police of the U.S. Government is 
not to comment publicly on classified intelligence activities. 
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 


Jfjiy^SS 82 


TO: WILLIAM P. CLARK 

FROM: DONALD GREGG 


Attached are five copies of 
the proposed Finding: one 

for the Vice President, one 
each for Meese, Baker, and 
Deaver and one for you. 


Attachments 
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NSC/ICS CONTROL NO- 


SCOPS OP CIA ACTIVITIES 
UNDER THE NICARAGUA FINDING 


N 44656 


who have become disillusioned with growing Cuban predominance i 
Nicaragua and with the increasing totalitarian nature of the 
national FSLN leadership. He will assist thesedemocrati 



jt to the above primary activities, we will 

aid the democratic Nicaraguan leaders and their organizations in 
their efforts to Increase internal resistance to the FSLN and to 
ere a a paramilitary potential to punctuate their resolve to 
efi : changes in Nicaraguan government policies. This assis tance 
wll jo in the form of funding, arms supply and some training^|^ 
the raining bein g conducted by third country nationals to the 

This activity is to enable the democratic leaders 
ane^organlzatlons to deal with the FSLN leadership from a position 
of strength. The democratic Nicaraguans would be encouraged to 
Ufocus the paramilitary operations primarily against the Cuban 
presence in Nicaragua] and to view these paramilitary forces as a 
rallying point for the dissident elements of the Sandinista 
military establishment. 

c) to further the above activities, we will work with 
selected Latin American and European governments, organizations and 
individuals- to build international support for the objectives of 
the democratic Nicaraguan groups. These selected governments will 
be encouraged to pressure the Nicaraguan Government to reach an 
accord with the democratic Nicaraguan elements through 
negotiations. These foreign governments and international 
organizations will be encouraged to aid the democratic Nicaraguans 
in their efforts to eliminate the influence of Cuba and the Soviet 
Union over Nicaraguan Government policies and actions and to 
restore freedom and democracy to Nicaragua. 


ALL PORTIONS OP THIS DOCUMENT 
ARE CLASSIFIED SECRET 
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Finding Pursuant to Section 662 of 

The Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, ft| 44 

As Amended, Concerning Operations. 0 5 / 

Undertaken by the Central Intelligence 

Agency in Foreign Countries, Other Than 

Those Intended Solely for the Purpose 

of Intelligence Collection 


I hereby find that the following operation in a foreign 
country (including all support necessary to such operation) is 
important to the national security of the United States, and 
direct the Director of Central Intelligence, or his designee, 
to report this Finding to the Intelligence Committees of the 
Congress pursuant to Section 501 of the National Security Act 
of 1947, as amended, and to provide such briefings as necessary. 


SCOPE 

Nicaragua 


PURPOSE 

Support and condu ct^^Bjj^^M 
■■■■■^■■covert 

including p aramilitary activitie s , 
designed to^ ^1 
■■■■■■^■to facilitate the 
efforts by diAiocratic Nicaraguan 
leaders to restore the original 
principles of political pluralism, 
non-alignment, a mixed economy and 
free elections to the Nicaraguan 
revolution. Work with foreign 
governments and organizations as 
appropriate to carry out the 
program. 
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Central Intelligence Agen 
Washington, D.C. 20S08 

Res CIA) Dschang 


Dear Dills 

We have been advised by the State Dejbarjtment’s Legal 
Adviser that the Foreign Assistance Act and the Arms Export 
Control Act were not intended, an:* . ve ndfc t(cen applied, by 
Congress to be the exclusive scans ,u( galls oC U.S. weapons 
to foreign countries and that the President slay approve a 



transfer outside the 
I believe the exchange 
plctcd, based upon a 1 
Acts cannot be used . 
Act and National Secud 
significant lntelllger} 
Congressional reportin 
of Defense under DoD 
(10 O.S.C. 133 , r 
Act of 19R0 (50 
Committees should be 


President's determinations. 


, r -_ation Acts 

on you by the Tnflelt tgenco Ovs' 
^<13) , the Haute aadisah-Via ini— -Ui 
i formed of this proposal anrl the 


. tels . Accordingly, 

for he legally co«- 

3 'rejr.ident that these 

that the authorities bf the Economy 
r Act may be utilitcdl to achieve a 
objective. In or$er| to satisfy the 
requirements imposed bn the Secretary 
"ropristions Authoc|*- i - ! ~- ~ 


.J&Ze- 


Classified by Dei i 
Me morandum of 1 a_ 
Review for Declai si 
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The Legal adviser 



SUBJECT: Legal Authority for the Transfer of Arms 

Incidental to Intelligence Collection 


Introduction 



The Congress has enacted a number of statutes specifi- 
cally dealing with the international transfer of arms by the 
United States, contained chiefly in the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 (hereafter "the FAA") and the Arms Export Control 
Act (hereinafter "the aeca") . Any examination of the 
legality of the proposed transaction should begin with the 
question of whether any of these statutes is necessarily 
applicable in these circumstances. 

At the outset, it should be noted that since this pro- 
posed transfer of U.S. arms would be a cash sale, laws 
dealing with grants of defense articles and with "assistance” 
to foreign countries are not applicable. In this regard, 
former section 640 of the FAA (79 Stat. 661) provided that 
references in that Act to "assistance” would not be con- 
strued as applicable to cash sales of defense articles. 

This rule of construction is preserved by section 45(c) of 
the AECA (22 U.S .C. 2751 note) stating that no provision of 
law (with certain exceptions not here relevant) shall be 
deemed to apply to that Act unless it refers specifically 
thereto or refers generally to sales of defense articles 
and services. When section 45(c) was enacted in 1968, the 
report of the House Committee on Foreign Affairs explained 
its purpose as follows: 

yNMSil 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: 
FROM: 


General Counsel 


Sale of U.S. Military Weapons (S) 
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3. Historically, CIA has engaged in so-called accommodation 
procurements to provide articles to foreign cooperating govern- 
ments. While there is no express authority for CIA to engage in 
such activity, this Office has held that CIA has Inherent and 
implicit authority pursuant to section 8 to purchase goods or 
services on a reimbursable basis for transfer abroad. (For 
example, past arrangement for contractual services £n assisting 
Iran.) The instant case, however, involves the provision by CIA 
of military weapons that arguably may be subject to the export 

/provisions of the Foreign Military Sales Act ( FMSA) . (S) 

4. It is my view that the FMSA is inapplicable to the 
present case. That Act provides congressional authorization for 
measures in the common defense of friendly countries against 
internal or external aggression. It is primarily a military 
assistance statute that enables the President to furnish defense 
articles and other military aid to such countries for internal 
security and legitimate self-defense activities consistent with 
U.S. national security objectives. 22 U.S.C. S 2301, et seq. it 
does not purport to limit the Government’s intelligence-gathering 
activities, nor does it legislate all transfer of military 
weaponry abroad. Military .sales are specifically addressed in 
the Arms Export Control Act (AECA), 22 U.S.C. S 2751, et seq. In 
section 2751, Congress recognized that the united States has an 
interest in mutual defense arrangements with foreign governments, 
and established a military sales program to further that purpose, 
consistent with the purposes of the FMSA and other foreign assis- 
tance programs, and with the U.S. policy to reduce international 
trade in weaponry. Export of defense articles is limited; for 
example, transfers generally shall not be approved to human 
rights violators, 22 U.S.C. S 2751; and transfer to third 
countries mu3t be controlled, 22 U.S.C. S 2753(a). Nevertheless, 
the Act authorizes the President to waive these restrictions, 
provided he informs the Speaker of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Foreign Relations of the Senate. Notice to 
Congress must provide art unclassified certification that need not 
reveal the details of the transaction, but a classified report 
must include the identity of the recipient, the cost of the 
article transferred, and the reasons for the proposed transfer. 

In emergency situations, the President’s consent to the transfer 
can be immediate, otherwise Congress has 30 days to object. 22 
U.S.C. S 2753(d)(2). The President also can transfer items to 
governments that aid or abet terrorists if he finds the national 
security justifies it and so reports to Congress. 22 U.S.C. S 
2753(f). (S) 

5. The Arms Export Control Act, like the FMSA, limits sales 
to friendly countries solely for security and self-defense, 22 
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O.S.C. S 2754, and enables DoD to sell defense articles directly 
from its existing stocks. 22 O.S.C. $2761. The implication, 
unstated, is that the Act anticipates commercial transactions 
involving contractors involved in traditional buyer/seller 
arrangements to be the norm, and the credit terms authorized by 
the law support the view that the law is geared towards assis- 
tance, not intelligence gathering. The only reference in the Act 
to intelligence appears at 22 O.S.C. S 2751, wherein Congress 
./expresses a preference to limit the aggregate value of defense 
articles exported under $ 2778 for the use of police, armed, 
intelligence or internal security forces under a commercial sales 
contract to then-existing levels. Section 2778 authorizes the 
President to restrict the export of defense articles by control- 
ling commercial licensing. However, no license is required for 
exports or imports made by or for a O.S. Government agency for 
official use. 22 U.S.C. $ 2778(b)(2)(A). While this section 
clearly eliminates the licensing requirement for any CIA exports, 
regardless of the origin, and enhances CIA's ability to surround 
its exports in a cloud of secrecy, there is no indication the 
revision does anything more than control exports by commercial 
contractors. (S) 

6. The foregoing statutes, read together, represent the 
intent of Congress to control official U.S. military assistance 
of weapons or services that can be given to countries friendly to 
the United States for mutual defense purposes and to control the 
export of defense articles in order to achieve world peace and 
curtail commercial arms dealings. The proposed intellicej|^^^^_ 
activity is not a substitute for an overt weapons sale^PH|^^H 
which is not considered a friendly country, and to whieft aid 
cannot be provided under the Act at the present time, absent an 
amendment to existing policies and regulations.^ (S) 

7. The transaction is not being accomplished under the 
authority of these Acts, however, but under CIA's authority to 
collect intelligence and provide services of common concern to 
the Intelligence Community. No funds appropriate^inde^he FMSA 
or AM* are being utilized, but some of the ■■■■■^Hare 
derive* from such appropriations and were founi^W dod 
stockpiles. The President may sell defense articles from such 
stockpiles to any eligible country. 22 O.S.C. $ 2761. The 
central question, therefore, is whether the Army can provide CIA 
with defense weapons earmarked for FMSA/AECA treatment without 
acting under the limitations of those Acts. If dod can provide 
CIA the weapons, CIA can complete the transaction. (S) 


MCTORFO 
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distinguished, in one instance because weapons were not of O.s. 
origin, and they never entered the O.S. in brief, the arguments 
are as follows: On the one hand, it may be argued that the Army 
may reguest CIA fo^assistanc^under the CIA Act or the Economy 
Act to purchase^lHI^BmHi Certainly CIA can expend funds 
• ' * be reimburse" for its efforts, similarly, CIA 


/ 


to receive Army weapons in order to carry out its functions, but 
,the Army can transfer the weapons to CIA only pursuant to its own' 
statutory or regulatory authority. Assuming such authority 
exists, the Army also seems to be able to utilize CIA to carry 
out sales and assistance under the FMSA and AECA. CIA normally 
is not subject to those acts in transacting accommodation 
procurements for a foreign government directly with a vendor, 
since CIA merely serves as a conduit and does not engage in an 
actual sale or provision of defense articles, and no funds are 
authorized for CIA to provide foreign assistance under those 
Acts. (S) 
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This proposal has proceeded thus far on the basis of 
the conclusion that the FMSA and AECA only apply to military 
assistance programs with friendly countries-and not to transfers 
of O.S. weapons to other countries for important intelligence 
purposes. The proposal also appears to be premised ,on several 
very important, but unsubstantiated, assumptions including that 
no n has the au t h ority to provide the weapons to CIA for transfer 
that the weapons are not being drawn from an 
inJfWBI^fl^WocItpile of weapons that are subject to the FMSA, 
and that there will be no direct or indirect expenditure of 
. funds appropriated under the FMSA. A review of the face of the 
/ statutes and a limited portion of the legislative history 
raises several ~dif f icult~qnesttion s that should -be- -resolved in 
order for this exchange to proceed. (S) 


The major difficulty is the conclusion that the FMSA and - 
AECA are intended to apply only to overt sales of O.S. weapons 
to eligible friendly foreign countries and do not relate at all 
to other transfers of the same weapons so long as accomplished 
secretly, through another agency and where enhancement of the 
recipient's military capabilities is not the primary purpose of 
the transfer. The obvious problem with this approach is that 
it would have the effect of requiring the many and detailed 
limitations and notice provisions of the statutes to be : observed 
when arms are being transferred to friends or allies for certain 
purposes, but not require such controls to be respected when an 
unfriendly country, or even a friendly country for an intelli- 
gence purpose, is involved. A country hostile to the U.S. that 
engages in military aggression, supports international terrorism 
is communist dominated or controlled, participates in nuclear 
proliferation without regard to international controls, acts to 
the financial detriment of O.S. citizens or enterprises, and 
subjects its citizens to gross violations of human rights could 
be provided U.S. weaponry with relative impunity, so long as the 
purpose is appropriate, while a friendly country involved in any 
one of these activities would be subject to sanctions and specia 
procedures. See e-q. . 22 O.S. C. 2304(a)(2), 2370(b), (c) , (e) , 
(h), (i), (j), (t), 2371, 2429, 27S3(a), (f ) , 2775. (S) 


While the scope of the statutes is not. entirely clear, 

I believe the better view is that Congress intended to preempt 
the field and provided these Acts as the sole means for fur- 
nishing O.S. weapons to foreign governments. It is true that 
several provisions refer to "friendly* countries and could be 
relied upon to argue that a limited application was intended. 
See , e.q. . 22 O.S.C. 2301 (congressional intent to improve 
ability of friendly countries to deter aggression), 2311(a) 
(President authorized to furnish military assistance to 
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friendly countries when doing so will strengthen U.S. seddfZty) 
2751 (U.S. policy to facilitate common defense through inter- ’ 
national agreements with friendly countries) , 2754 (U.S. 
military sales to friendly countries are authorized solely for 
internal security and self- and collective defense) . (S) 


However, there are at least an equal number of instances 
where the statutes refer to "any" or "any eligible" country, 
thereby implying a broader intent and coverage. See, e.g. . 

22 u.S.C. 2302 (defense articles may be furnished to any 
country solely for internal security or self- or common 
defense), 2304(a)(2) (no security assistance may be provided 
/ to any country where the government consistently violates 

human rights), 2321b (Congress mustr-be -notified -of decisions - 
to provide certain excess defense articles to any country), 

2321h (defense articles set aside for any foreign country 
cannot be provided to any foreign country unless authorized, 
and charged against funds authorized, under the Acts), 2370(i) 
(no assistance to any country engaging in military aggression) , 
(j) (President to consider terminating assistance to any country 
failing to control mob action against U.S. property), (t) (no 
assistance to any country without U.S. diplomatic relations) 
2371, 2753(f), (end assistance for one year for any government 
granting sanctuary to international terrorists) , 2393a (no funds 
expended to carry out any provision in any country more than 35 
days after an unanswered GAO or Congressional information 
request), 2429 (no funds expended for military assistance to 
any country that engages in nuclear proliferation), 2753. (no 
defense articles to be exported to any country that does not 
meet stated eligibility requirements), 2761 (President may sell 
defense articles from DoD stocks to any eligible country), 2775 
(any less developed country diverting resources to unnecessary 
military efforts is ineligible) . Furthermore, it is not sur- 
prising that Congress would not contemplate discussing the 
contours of, or codify a specific, detailed legislative system 
for, furnishing military assistance to unfriendly governments. 
(S) 

In addition, the definitions of crucial terms used 
throughout the statutes are drawn in broad, unlimited fashion. 
Thus, 'security assistance" includes any military assistance 
under the FMSA and sales of defense articles under licenses to 
export defense articles under the AECA. 22 U.S.C. 2304 (d)(2). 
"Defense articles" under both Acts includes any surplus defense 
articles owned by the U.S. and initially procured for U.S., not 
foreign, military purposes, 22 U.S.C. 2321c, 2403(g). 2794(1), 
and "foreign country" includes any department, agency or 
independent establishment of a foreign country. 22 U.S.C. 
2321c(2). (S) 
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• either barred or limited by the statutes. 22 U.s.c. 2370, 2371 
2429, 2753. Further, although the Congress may not have had 
transfers for intelligence purposes in mind when it addressed 
this area, there is no indication of any such exclusion or 
reservations in the statutes or the limited legislative history 
that was examined. (S) 

Even if the provisions of these statutes must be applied 
here, however, it does not follow necessarily that this trans- 
action cannot be consummated. The FMSA and AECA each authorize 
.the President to transfer defense articles in the national inter- 
/ est immediately in an unforeseen emergency. 22 (J.S.c. 2318, 

2753(d). The FMSA authorizes the President to approve the trans- 
fer o£. defense articles ‘procured to carry out this chapter "from 
DoD to other U.S. Government' agencies ‘in lieu of being disposed 
of to a foreign country* whenever determined by the President to 
be in the best interests of the U.S. 22 U.S.C. 2355. These 
items may then be disposed of by the recipient agency without 
regard to laws governing such disposal when necessary to prevent 
their ‘wastage* or “to conserve their usefulness*, ia. The 
President is also authorized to furnish military assistance 
without regard to the FMSA or AECA limitations when he determines 
that to do so is important to U.S. security. 22 U.S.C. 2364. 
Many of the other limitations, even those regarding prolif- 
eration, aggression, terrorism and damage to U.S. interests, 
provide some room for Presidential determinations and assurances. 
22 U.S.C. 2370, -71, 2429. The agreed meaning and application 
of these provisions in the past is very important in determining 
whether they may be involved in this case. The fact that most 
of the Presidential authorities are subject to Congressional 
notification should not pose a problem sinceitisintended that 
the Congress be advised of this exchange^^^HH^V (S) 


In addition to the basic questions relating to the 
applicability of the statutes, the basic assumptions also ra 
certain questions. For example, CIA may not be authorized t 
perform this service for DoD under the Econoj 
would be authorized to transfer the weapons! 
whether these weapons are being drawn from “ 
or ‘inventory* and whether funds appropriated under the FMSA will 
be directly or indirectly involved ace also pivotal issues. The 
legislative history makes clear that Congress intended that 
furnishing excess defense articles from DOD stocks to any country 
should be treated under the FMSA since it would be an ‘expendi- 
ture” credited against funds appropriated under the FMSA. 1974 
U.S. Code Cong, t Ad. News 6694-95. There is other evidence of 
Congress’ concern that any transfers of materials from DoD 
‘stockpiles* be reported to Congress and treated under the FMSA 
and AECA. 1980 U.S. Code Cong. 6 Ad. News 6561. Official, 
non-commercial, transfers of DoD weapons may in fact be covered 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. That you sign and transmit tha memo at Tab I. 

Approva Dlsapprova 


Tab II - Intslllganca 

Tab III - Photograph 

Tab IV - Background Cablas 
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StfeJSfc. MSC Meeting on Central America, 10 January 1986 

\ J 

X ta are scheduled to attend an NSC netting on Central America 
at llQQ tars on Friday, 10 January 1986 In the Cabinet Room. 
According to the notification from the NSC Staff, this meeting will 
focus prlnarily on U.S. policy toward Nicaragua. 

2. At the TABS you will find the following material: 

- TAB A This TAB contains briefing notes providing a general overview 
of Nicaragua In the Central America context prepared by NIO/LA . 
to support your IntroduetOByamarlts. 


TAB B This TAB contains a paal 
meeting by C/CATF on the! 
the Nicaraguan democratic I 


Submitted to the NSC for this 
Btus and future effectiveness of 
Bltlon. 


Is TAB contains the moifR Central America report #29 and 
e NIcaragua-EI Salvador Tactical Update for 2-8 January 1986 
om DI/ALA. 
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DUPLICATE of 26,906 - 26,920 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 
0££ice or the Press Secretary 


9 : SI A.M. EST 
SUBJECT 


PRESS 3RIEPIHG 
BY 

LARRY SPEAKES 
March 2S, 1986 
The Briefing Room 

INDEX 
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U.S. Aid to Contras/Nicaraguan 
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Gulf of Sidra/Libya and U.S. Navy Confrontation ...11-23 

Tolsyo/Bombing of U.S. Embassy ........20 
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Inflation for the past 12 months rose st only 3.2 percent 
a remarkable record of achievement for President Reagan, who 
11 percent inflation when he took office in 1C31. 

While the wealth of good economic news should be welcomed 
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Contras the way Ortega's visit to" Moscow did last year? 

MB. SP2AKE3: I can't atak'tt a judgment on that. I think 

Congress will take due note of it. though, and understand the 


Joe. 



MR. SPEAKES : Well, you know — 

w Defend their country. 
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? 

MR. SPEAKES: I don't know. It's an ’•if” question? 

Walter? 

Q Larry, you said early on in your statement that 
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sorry. 
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Q Yesterday we said that the attack on the missiie 
site at Sytte was prompted by the launching of the SA-5 missiles. Is 
our posture now there beyond — moved beyond retaliation and to a 
pre-emptive move? 
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3 So you don't believe that the 43 hours started 
sometime yesterday and is now tolling on the requirement? 

MR. SPEAKES: The question is, do we believe that we need 

to report under the War Powers Resolution? We've not made that 
determination. It would normally be done in 48 hours onset o£ U.S. 
involvement in hostilities which would have been yesterday. 
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2 On the Nicaraguan — 
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1. Here Is the materiel you sent me last night, edited to read more 
easily. It still doesn't make the point that this Is what Is trying to be 
represented as a target of opportunity and the Incursion appears to us to bp a 
long-planned effort designed to knock out the Contra forces quickly. Haybe 

f u can get that In somewhere at the beginning, or maybe you feel you can't, 
leave that to your discretion. I 

2. I think this should be used locally for the following purposes: 

a. The material. In the ford which can be used by our Ambassadors, 
should be sent to all Contadora and other pertinent Latin America countries. 

It should be taken in at the highest level of government available In the 
hope that It will either influence those governments to be supportive of the 
Contra program and upcoming debate or fct least refrain from undercutting Its 
cause up here. I 

b. A fully sanitized version should be made available to Ollle North, 
Pat Buchanan, and Elliott Abrams for their purposes here. I'll leave It up 
to you to get the material on to Elliott, Pat and Ollle. I tried to call 
Elliott, but he Is out of town until tomorrow. You might pass these papers 
on to him with my suggestion. 



C//AM07 
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1. Pursuant to your note this a.m., PI and 
DO redrafted the blind memo on Sandinista Military 
Actions and Intentions, which is attached. Also 
attached is the proposed NIP featiTre on much US 


2. The feature was held yesterday because 
DIA wanted to prepare a dissent. DIA has ncrt 
yet formally submitted its position, but we have 
been led to understand that its approach will be 
that the incident represented more a target bf 
opportunity for the Sandinistas rather than being 
representative of any clear strategy. Also you 
should Vnnw that in the past we have had some 
'difficulty in coordinating pieces on the fighting 
with TNR which has estimated lower numbers of 
troops involved in recent operations. f 
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1. Here Is the material you sent ae lest night* edited to reed core 
eeslly. It still doesn't make the point thet this Is whet Is trying to be 
represented es e terget of opportunity end the Incursion eppeers to us to be e 
long-pi enned effort designed to knock out the Contra forces quickly. Haybe 
you can get that in somewhere at the beginning, or maybe you feel you can't. 

1 leave that to your discretion. j 

2. 1 think this should be used locally for the following purposes: 


a. The material. In the ford which can be used by our Ambassadors, 
should be sent to all Contadora and other pertinent Latin America countries. 

It should be taken In at the highest level of government available In the 
hope that It will either Influence those governments to be supportive of the 
Contra program and upcoming debate or ht least refrain from undercutting Its 
cause up here. k 

b. A fully sanitized version should be made available to Ollle North, 
Pat Buchanan, and Elliott Abrams for their purposes here. I'll leave It up 

to you to get the material on to Elliott, Pat and Ollle. I tried to call 
Elliott, but he Is out of town until tomorrow. You might pass these papers 
on to him with my suggestion. 

3. Also attached hereto is a draft of the piece prepared for tomorrow 
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CHAPTER 25. POWERS OF CONGRESS AND THE PRESIDENT 
IN THE FIELD OF FOREIGN POLICY 


THE DOCUMENTS CITED IN THESE FOOTNOTES ARE 
AVAILABLE FROM PUBLIC SOURCES. 
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CHAPTER 26. THE BOLAND AMENDMENTS AND THE NSC STAFF 
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U.S. Departrr of J 

Office of Legal Cold 7905 


at.- 15" 


APR 3 T BSC 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Re: Application of the Independent Counsel Provisions 

of the Ethics in Government Act to Aliened Violations 
of the Boland Amendment and the Antidef iciencv Act' 


This memorandum presents the views of the Office of Legal 
Counsel with respect to certain issues raised by a request from 
thirteen Members of Congress that the Attorney General seek 
the appointment of an independent counsel’ pursuant to the Ethics 
in Government Act, 29 U.S.C. <5 591 et sec., particularly S.5 a 5(e!. 
The general responsibilities imposeT"by the Ethics in Government 
Act in response to such a request abe discussed in our memorandum 
to you of April 13, 1994. This memorandum concerns those 
general responsibilities as applied to whether the information 
received alleges a crime under the Antidef iciency Act, 31 U.S.C. 

S 1341(a)(1) and 5 1350. 



HU 


For the reasons set out in detail in the balance of this 
memorandum, we conclude that the allegations communicated tc 
you pursuant to 5 595(e) could not reasonably be construed as 
a federal crime under the Antidef iciency Act and that you there- 
fore are under no legal duty to conduct a preliminary investigation 
or seek appointment of an independent counsel rel-. ive thereto 
under the Ethics in Government Act. 


BACKGROUND 

By letter of April 9, 1984 (hereinafter the April 9 Letter), 
a majority (thirteen) of the Democratic Party Members of the 
Committee on the Judiciary of the House of Representatives 
requested that you apply for the appointment of an independent 
counsel to ‘investigate, and if necessary prosecute, possible 
violations of the Neutrality Act," by certain officials of 
the United States, including the President: former Secretary 
of State Alexander Haig, Jr.; Secretary of State George Shultz; 
Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger; and Central Intelligence 
Agency (CIA) Director William Casey. The letter described 
certain "widely reported activities," involving United States' 
support for paramilitary activities in Central America, which 

iMiib .. ,Jb 
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were alleged as a basis for a charge of violation of S 5 of 
the Neutrality Act. That section provides: 

Whoever, within the United States, knowingly 
begins or sets on foot or provides or prepares 
a means for or furnishes the money for, or 
takes part in, any military or naval expedition 
or enterprise to be carried on from thence 
against the territory or dominion of any 
foreign prince or state, or of any colony, 
district, or people with whom the United States 
is at peace, shall be fined not more than 
$3,000 or imprisoned not more than three years. 
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(1) Any offense punishable by death or 
imprisonment for a term exceeding one year 

(2) Any other offense is a misdemeanor. 

(3) Any misdemeanor, the penalty for 
which does not exceed imprisonment for a 
period of six months or a fine of not more 
than S500, or both, is a petty offense. 
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Agency or the Department of Defense to 
furnish military equipment, military 
training or advice, or other support 
for military activities, to any group or 
individual, not part of a country's armed 
forces, for the purpose of overthrowing 
the Government of Nicaragua or provoking 
a military exchange between Nicaragua and 
Honduras. 



of course, be willing to do so if you wish. 

■ UNCLASSIFIED 
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type which the administration supports. The 
House voted down a legislative amendment which 
would have denied funds for the purpose of 
carrying out a covert activity and denied 
funds to groups and individuals known to have 

Mussm 
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the Intent of overthrowing the Nicaraguan 
Government. 

The House, however, adopted the Roland 
amendment by a vote of 411 to 0. In so doing, 
the House approved the concept embodied in the 
Boland amendment that a covert paramilitary 
operation in Nicaragua was acceptable. 

129 Cong. Rec. H5722 (daily ed. July 27, 1983). 

What the Roland Amendment purports to restrict is support 
of covert activities “for the purpose of overthrowing the 
Government of Nicaragua or provoking a military exchange 
between Nicaragua and Honduras.* As we read the Amendment, 
those same activities could properly be funded, so long as 
they are conducted “for the purpose of" interdicting arms 
flowing to El Salvador or other countries in Central America. 

See , e.q. , H. Rep. No. 122, Pt. 1, 98th Cong., 1st Sess. 5-8 
(1983). Thus, we read the Amendment not to prohibit funding 
of particular activities, but to prohibit funding of those 
activities if that funding is intended to accomplish the over- 
throw of the Government of Nicaragua or to. provoke hostilities 
between Nicaragua and Honduras. 

further, the legislative history of the Boland Amendment 
makes clear that the proscribed intent is not the intent of 
the groups or the individuals being supported by the appro- 
priated funds. That is, the Boland Amendment cannot be read 
to prohibit the use of funds to support particular individuals 
or groups merely because it is known that those individuals 
or groups would like to overthrow the Government of Nicaragua. 

As noted above, the House rejected the Harkin Amendment, 
which would have had precisely that effect. Several Members 
of Congress have pointed out subsequently that the rejection 
of the Harkin Amendment is persuasive evidence that the reach 
of the Boland Amendment, as adopted by both the House and the 
Senate, is limited. See , e.q. , H. Rep. No. 122, Pt. 1, 98th 
Cong., 1st Sess. at 25-26 (1983) (Statement of Minority Views); 
129 Cong. Rec. S15291 (daily ed. Nov. 3, 1983) (remarks of 
Sen. Wallop). Thus, what the Roland Amendment purports to 
prohibit is not the support of groups whose avowed purpose is 
to overthrow the government, but rather the otherwise authorized 
expenditure of appropriated funds on covert activity if the 
Executive Branch officials who approved or directed the 
expenditure intended those activities to have the effect of 
overthrowing the Government of Nicaragua or provoking hostilities 
between Nicaragua and Honduras. 


UNCLASSIFIED 
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In light of the scope of the Boland Amendment, we must 
consider whether allegations of a violation of that Amendment 
could, if true, reasonably be construed as constituting a 
crime under the Antideficiency Act. We believe that such 
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of the activities undertaken in Nicaragua was proper or 
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they approved certain expenditures was to overthrow the Govern- 
ment of Nicaragua rather than to interdict arms? Although 
written in a different (but nonetheless analagous) context, 
we think Judge Kaufman's comments in DaCosta v. Laird , supra , 
471 F. 2d at 1155, are compelling: 


Judges, deficient in military knowledge, 
lacking vital information upon which to 
assess the nature of battlefield decisions, 
and sitting thousands of miles from the 
field of action, cannot reasonably or 
appropriately determine whether a specific 
military operation constitutes an "escala- 
tion" of the war or is merely a new tactical 
approach within a continuing strategic plan. 

What if, for example, the war "de-escalates” 
so that it is waged as it was prior to the 
mining of North Vietnam's harbors, and then 
"escalates" again? Are the courts required 

basis, away from the scene of action? In 
this instance, it was the President's view 
that the mining of North Vietnam's harbors 
was necessary to preserve the lives of 
American soldiers in South Vietnam, and to 
bring the war to a close. History will 
tell whether or not that assessment was 
correct, but without the benefit of such 
extended hindsight we are powerless to know. 

Based on these Baker factors, we are convinced that any 
attempt to enforce the Boland Amendment through a criminal 
prosecution under the Antideficiency Act would pre-'nt a 
nonjusticiable political question. 

Our conclusion that the issue is nonjusticiable does ,u.<i 
deny Congress its legitimate role in the appropriations 
process. The Constitution grants Congress control over the 
purse. U.S. Const. Art. 1, S 9, cl. fi. But the limitation 
imposed by the Boland Amendment, while perhaps phrased in a 
certain manner for political purposes, is not stated in 
terms of an absolute, discernible spending prohibition. It 
is stated in general terms of the President's foreign policy 
objectives and purposes that are highly subjective and may 
be difficult to ascertain, particularly after the fact, on 
pain of criminal liability. Congress's role in the foreign 
policy process is most effective and enforceable when it 
expresses its objectives by identifying specific activities, 
within constitutional limits, and determines whether to fund 
or not to fund those activities. 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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to maintain its side in the balance of power over how money 
shall be appropriated and spent. Congress could have imposed 
a spending limitation in terms of an absolute dollar amount, 
as it subsequently did in fiscal year 1984, if it had been the 
judgment of Congress that the Roland Amendment had failed to 
accomplish a particular political result. See , e.q, , H. Rep. 
No. 122, Pt. 1, 98th Cong., 1st Ress. at 5-8 ( 1983 ) ; 129 
Cong. Rec. H5749 (daily ed. July 27, 1983) (remarks of Rep. 
Boland); i^. at H8393 (daily ed. Oct. 20, 1983) (remarks of 
Rep. Zablocki). Congress could have imposed a limitation in 
terms of the specific activities or some other easily identi- 
fiable, and verifiable, basis, assuming that such limitation 
did not impermissibly intrude on the President's inherent 
constitutional powers. See generally DaCosta v. Laird , supra , 
471 F . 2d at 1157 (*IW]e must recognize that those two 
coordinate branches of government — the Executive by military 
action and the Congress, by not cutting off the appropriations 
that are the wherewithal for such actions — have taken a 
position that is not within our power, even if it were our 
wish, to alter by judicial decree.*). 


Congressman Rerueter's comments during the House debates 
on the 1984 Intelligence Authorization Act, reflecting on the 
history of the Roland Amendment, are instructive: 


I would begin by saying that I believe 
it was a mistake for the House to accept 
the leadership of this same House Select 
Committee on Intelligence on December 8 
of 1982 when we approved the Boland amend- 
ment which continued to sanction limited 
covert assistance to Nicaraguan insurgent 
forces .... It was not appropriate for 
the relevant Intelligence Subcommittee to 
set limitations on such covert aid that 
clearly could not be met and then in 1983 
to turn around on a straight partisan vote 
by the Intelligence Committee to end the 
covert aid that it had earlier, unrealisti- 
cally, endorsed .... If Intelligence 
Committee leaders really wanted to recommend 
an end to all aid, they could have done so 
by simply suggesting that we approve the 
Harkins (sic) amendment, for which Mr. 

Boland offered his substitute on the Rth 
of December 1982. 


• UNCLASSIFIED 
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It is, therefore, unfortunately looking 
more anti more like the debate and the vote 
of July 28, 1983, and the debate today is 
set up for partisan reasons. 

129 Cong. Rec. H8400-01 (daily ed. Oct. 20, 1983). 

Some of the alternatives available to Congress as an 
institution in the appropriations process may involve more 
difficult political decisions than those required by 
prohibiting Executive Branch activities with the “wrong" 
motive while authorizing those same activities if approved 
with a more acceptable motive. Nevertheless, if Congress 
intends to make criminal the act of violating legislative 
intent, we expect that the courts will require it to make 
those more difficult judgments for which its Members might be 
held accountable to their constituents. This course would 
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legally fixed standards, what is prohibited and what is not 
in each particular case.* See Glaccio v. Pennsylvania , 382 
O.S. 399, 403 (1966) (jury to determine whether defendant 
shall pay costs); see also United States v. Cohen Grocery Co . . 

255 U.S. 81 (1921) (‘unjust or unreasonable rate or charge*). 

The usual context in which the Antideficiency Act has 
been applied has been limited to an insufficient appropriation 
for the agency to carry out its authorized responsibilities, 

see Op. A.G. (April 25, 1980) (determining that the 

FTC must close down upon exhausting its appropriations), or 

the absence of any appropriations for the agency, see Op. 

A.G. (Jan. 16, 1981) (with limited exceptions, the govern- 

ment must cease operations upon a lapse of appropriations). 

These two situations correspond roughly to the structure of 
31 U.S.C. S 1341(a)(1) itself, which refers to contracts for 
the payment of money before an appropriation is made and to 
expenditures or obligations in excess of the amount of avail-, 
able appropriations. Here, however, there is both an authori-. 
zation of certain activities (covert operations in Nicaragua) 
and an appropriation for those activities. The very same 
activity is lawful or not depending solely upon the intent for 
which it is undertaken. In our view-, this intent cannot be 
determined in the context of a general appropriations restriction 
whose criminal penalties depend upon proof of a knowing and 
willful expenditure or obligation of funds in excess of or in 
advance of the available appropriation. The scope of the 
prohibition is itself unclear, and the criminal provisions of 
the Antideficiency Act have never been thought to be applicable 
to an appropriation that depends on the intent with which other- 
wise authorized and funded actions are taken. 

Because of the inherently political character of the 
dispute; the vagueness of the limitation, which turns on the 
intent of the person who authorized the activity that resulted 
in an expenditure or obligation; and the absence of any 
standards cognizable by a judge or jury, we conclude that the 
criminal provisions of the Antideficiency Act would not apply 
in these circumstances and that a contrary construction 
would not be reasonable. We therefore conclude that on the 
basis of the allegations made, a violation of the Boland 
Amendment "could not reasonably be construed as involving a 
federal crime" under the Antideficiency Act. Cf. Dell urns II , 
supra , 577 F. Supp. at 1452. 

The constitutional concerns we have discussed in this 
memorandum are heightened in the particular circumstances 
of a case that implicates the independent counsel provisions 

~ UNCLASSIFIED 
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PRESIDENT'S INTELLIGENCE OVERSIGHT BOARD 


As you know, several Members of Congress and newspaper 
editorial writers have recently alleged that the Central 
Intelligence Agency may be Involved in covert activities In 
Central America In violation of various provisions of domestic 
or International law. Specifically, It has been alleged 
that such activities may violate "the Neutrality Act," the 
1973 War Powers Resolution, the requirements of the National 
Security Act and the Hughes-Ryan Amendment to the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961 that Congress be kept "fully and 
currently Informed" about such activities, and the 19S2 Boland 
Amendment prohibiting the use of funds "for the purpose of 
overthrowing the Government of Nicaragua or provoking a 
military exchange between Nicaragua and Honduras." It has 
also been charged that these alleged CIA activities violate 
various provisions of International law, such as article 2(i|) 
of the United Nations Charter and article 10 of the Charter 
of the Organization of American States. 


This memorandum provides a preliminary review of the lega] 
issues raised In these charges. It does not address the 
facts of any specific CIA activity, nor does It address t* 
wisdom of policy decisions behind any such activity. It': 
purpose is to assist the Board in determining whether the 
charges have sufficient merit as a matter of law to warrar 
an ln-depth Investigation into the facts of the specific 
alleged activities or a report to the President. 


Part I— ALLEGED VIOLATIONS C 


Lon will consider allegations that cert: 
i are In violation of "the Neutrality At 
solution, the Hughes-Ryan Amendment, anc 
It will then look briefly a't the bros 
5al basis for covefrt action in general. 


n yf.iwH ji 
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In a December 8, 1982, editorial concerning an alleged CIA 
"secret war against Nicaragua," the New York TlmeB wrote: 


These are, to begin with. Illegal activities. 

The Neutrality Act expressly forbids the raising 
of secret armies to unseat a regime that the 
United States recognizes as lawful [sic]. 

Less than a month later. In an editorial entitled "Quit the 
Bay of Piglets," the Times again editorialized: "Any secret 

commitment of American forces to attacks in or against „ 
Nicaragua would violate both the Neutrality Act and the War 
Powers Act."l These allegations have been echoed by Members 
of Congress. 2 

The threshold question Is this: Does the "Neutrality Act" 

constrain activities of the Central Intelligence Agency 
approved by the President? If not. It becomes unnecessary to 
address the specifics of the alleged activities said to 
violate the act. In order to establish the legislative 
intent, It Is Important to distinguish between various 
"neutrality" acts. While it is generally recognized that a 
major purpose behind the enactment In the mid-1930's of 
several neutrality acts was to restrain the President from 
involving the country in a European war, 3 the New York Times 
was referring to a much earlier "neutrality act," enacted 
under different conditions and for different purposes. 

Having reviewed the various "neutrality acts" and other laws 
concerning foreign relations, I have identified two provisions 
which might on their face arguably constrain CIA activities in 
Central America. The Times almost certainly had in mind 18 
U.S.C. §960, which provides: 

§960. Expedition against friendly nation 

Whoever, within the United States, knowingly begins 
or prepares a means for or furnishes the money for, 
or takes parts In, any military or naval expedition or 
enterprise to be carried on from thence against 
the territory or dominion of any foreign prince 
or state or of any colony, district, or people with 
whom the United States is at peace shall be fined 
not more than $3,000 or imprisoned not more than 
three years, or both. 

1. New fork Times . Jan. 5, 1983. 

2. See, e.g . . 128 Cong. Rec . H9148 (daily ed., Dec. 8, 1982) 
(Rep. Harkin). 

3. See, e.g . . Reveley, "Constitutional Aspects or United States 
Participation in Foreign Internal Conflicts," In Law and 
Civil War in the Modern World 174 (J. Moore ed. 1974). 
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In addition, again also depending upon the specific facts 
of a given situation, it could be argued that Agency covert 
activities might violate 18 U.S.C. $956: 

$9 56. Conspiracy to injure property of foreign 
governments 

(a) If two or more persons within the Jurisdiction 
of the United States conspire to injure or destroy 
specific property situated within a foreign country 
and belonging to a foreign government or to any 
political subdivision thereof with which the United 

. States is at peace, or any railroad, canal, bridge, 
or other public utility so situated, and if one or" 
more such persons commits an act within the 
Jurisdiction of the United States to effect the object 
of the conspiracy, each of the parties to the conspiracy 
shall be fined not more than $5,000 or Imprisoned not 
more than three years, or both. 

(b) Any indictment or information under this section 
shall describe the specific property which it was the 
object of the conspiracy to injure or destroy. 

The first of these provisions (18 U.S.C. $960) is derived 
from the Neutrality Act of 1799, while the second was first 
enacted in 1917. It is helpful to review both acts to ascertain 
whether these provisions were Intended to constrain activities 
carried out by a government agency with the approval of the 
President. 

The Neutrality Act of 179* 

Professor Charles Q. Fenwick, in his 1913 study. The Neutrality 
Laws of the United States , provides this background to the 
enactment of the first neutrality act in 1799: 

[Throughout the summer of 1793 rumors were 
constantly being received that armies were 
being organized in the South and West by the 
agents of [French Ambassador] Genet. One army 
was preparing, it was said, to lay siege to 
New Orleans, then in the possession of Spain, 
while another was planning to march across 
Georgia and invade the Floridas. Governor 
Shelby, of Kentucky, refused to prosecute the' 
alleged offenders, and replied to Jefferson 
that all citizens had a right to leave the 
state, and that there was nothing to prevent 
them from taking arms and ammunition with 
them. 9 


9. C. Fenwick, The Neutrality Laws of the United States 29 
(1913). 
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Concerned by these reports. President Washington said In his 
fifth annual 'report to the Congress In December 1793: 


As soon as the war in Europe had embraced those 
powers with whom the United States have the 
most extensive relations there was reason to 
apprehend that our Intercourse with them might 
be Interrupted and our disposition for peace 
drawn into question by the suspicions too often 
entertained by belligerent nations. It seemed, 
therefore, to be my duty to admonish our citizens 
of the consequences of a contraband trade and 
of hostile acts to any of the parties and to 
obtain by a declaration of the existing legal 
state of things an easier admission of our right 
to the Immunities belonging to our situation. 

Under these Impressions the proclamation which 
will be laid before you was issued. . . . 

Where Individuals shall, within the United States, 
array themselves in hostility against any of 
the powers at war, or enter upon military expeditions 
or enterprises within the Jurisdiction of the 
United States, or usurp and.exercise Judicial 
authority within the United States, or where 
the penalties on violations of the law of nations 
may have been indistinctly marked, or are 
inadequate — these offenses can not receive too 
early and close an attention, and require prompt 
and decisive remedies. [Emphasis added. ]5 

In addition, both before and after this message Washington 
Issued neutrality proclamations "exhorting all citizens to 
avoid acts tending to contravene" his neutrality policy. 6 

Congress responded to the President's request less than six 
months later by enacting the first Neutrality Act, which 
provided In part: 

Section 5. And be It further enacted and declared , 
that If any person shall within the territory or 
Jurisdiction of the United States begin of set 
on foot or provide or prepare the means for any 
military expedition or enterprise to be carried 
out from thence against the territory or dominions 
of any foreign prince or state with whom, the 
United States are at peace, every such person 
so offending shall upon conviction be adjudged 

5. I J. Richardson, Messages and Papers of the Presidents 131 

(1897). ' “ 

6. H. Weaton, Elements of International Law §ll39n. (R. Dana, 

8th ed. 186‘51T~ ' — 
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guilty of a high misdemeanor, and shall suffer J 4 812 

fine and Imprisonment at the discretion of the 

court in which the conviction shall be had, so 

as that such fine shall not exceed three thousand 

dollars nor the term of Imprisonment be more 

than three years.' 

Rather than being aimed at constraining the President, this 
act was passed at the express request of the President (and 
Indeed required the support of the Vice President to break a 
tie vote in the Senate).® The statute was to expire after 
two years, but in 1797 was extended in force for another two 
years, and it became a permanent law by act of April 24, 

1800.9 

It seems clear that by 1866, when Dana's edition of Wheaton's 
Elements of International Law was published, the 1794 Neutrality 
Act was viewed as a constraint on the activities of private 
citizens. In a lengthy footnote, Dana writes of the "sovereign 
power of every State" to "Interfere to prevent its subjects 
from engaging in the wars of other States, by which its own 
peace might be endangered, or its poltlcal or commercial 
interests affected. [Emphasis added.]" 10 In this context, he 
then referred to "[t]he example of the American government" 
as "vindicating the Justice and policy of preventing the 
subjects of a neutral country from enlisting in the service 
of any belligerent power, and of prohibiting the equipment in 
its ports of armaments in aid of such power. [Emphasis added.]" 
Dana continues: "Such was the conduct of that government 
under the presidency of Washington, and the secretaryship 
of Jefferson; and such was more recently the conduct 
of the American legislature in revising their neutrality 
statutes In 1818 . . . . m11 

In 1896 the Supreme Court noted that "[t]he prohibition 
against military expeditions 'must be reasonably construed, 
and not so as to defeat the obvious Intention of the 
legislature.'" 12 Discussing the same statute a year later 
in United States v. The Three Friends , the Court observed 
that "no nation can permit unauthorized acts of war within 
its territory in infraction of its sovereignty [emphasis 
added], nl 3 and noted: 


7. 1 Stat. 384. 

8. United States v. The Three Friends . 166 U.S. 1, 53 (1897). 

9. Fenwick, The Neutrality Laws of the United States 27. 

10. Weaton. Elements of International Law $439. 

11. Ibid . 

12. Wlborg v. United States . 163 U.S. 632, 647 (1896), quoting 
United States v. Lacher . 134 U.S. 624, 628 (1890). 

13- 166 U.S. at 52. 
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the FOIA,' Its legislative history, or In Executive Order 
11652 to suggest that Information vital to the national 
security Is not worthy of protection solely because of the 
means employed to obtain it." 1 ® 

The Smith Case 

Those who contend that 18 U.S.C. $960 restricts activities 
of government agencies rely heavily. If not entirely, upon an 
1806 decision of the U.S. Circuit Court for the District of 
New York, United States v. Smith . *9 When considered In 
context, this case Is found to be clearly distinguishable on 
both factual and legal grounds. 


In the early nineteenth century, many Americans were sympathetic 
to the cause of Spanish colonies in Latin America that wished 
to follow the example set by the U.S. In 1776. Professor 
Fenwick writes: 

It was doubtless In many cases not only the 
cause of liberty which Induced American adventurers 
to take part In the struggle, but the opportunity 
thereby offered of sharing In the rich harvest 
of plunder to be obtained by preying upon the 
commerce of Spain. While the government of 
the United States strictly refrained from 
giving any aid to the struggling colonies . It 
found great difficulty In. preventing Individual 
citizens from taking up the cause of the 
revolutionists. [Emphasis added. ]20 

William S. Smith, the defendant, had been charged with "setting 
on foot, and providing the means for a military expedition to 
be carried out from the city of New York against the dominions 
of Spain In South America. If nothing else Smith's 
attorneys were creative, and they sought to delay the trial 
until the court could compel the appearance of Secretary of 
State James Madison and various other senior government 
witnesses. When those officials provided an affadlvlt stating 
that they had no knowledge of the case, that they would be 
willing to give depositions In Washington, but that their 
official duties prevented them from traveling to New York at 
the time, this was declared unacceptable by defense counsel, 
who asked that trial be delayed until the witnesses could 
be compelled to appear. Further, counsel for defendant sought 
to introduce Into evidence a variety of presidential statements 
and messages to the Congress. 

18. 419 F.Supp. at 666. 

19. 27 F. Cas. 1192, 1233 (D.N.Y. 1806) (Nos. I6,3 1 t2 and 16,3<l2a). 

20. Fenwick, The Neutrality Laws of the United States 32. 

21. 27 F. Cas. at 12333. 
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From the lengthy trial record it appears that Smith put forth 
two main -arguments. He said that he would prove by the testimony 
of the witnesses that the enterprise In question "was begun, 
prepared, and set on foot with the knowledge and approbation 
of the president of the United States . . . and . . . the 
secretary of state . . . . " 22 In addition, since an element 
of the offense charged was that the United States and Spain 
were "at peace" at the time of the alleged offense, he sought 
to prove by Secretary Madison's testimony and the various 
presidential documents that the two States were in fact at 


The strained nature of -the defendant's argument Is apparent from 

this explanation by Smith's counsel: 

We shall show from the Journals of congress 
when their secret session began, and how long 
It continued. We shall prove that It was 
universally believed that congress had secretly 
passed an act for going to war with Spain. We 
shall read the president's message at the opening 
of the last congress, and a variety- of documents 
communicated by him, on the sixth of December. 

And we shall then, from proving the notoriety 
of the preparation for General Meranda's expedition 
as well here as at Washington, and by a variety of 
other circumstantial testimony, bring home to 
the president the knowledge we Impute to him. 2 ’ 

Shortly thereafter, this exchange occurred between Justice 

Paterson and defense counsel Emmett. 

PATERSON, Circuit Justice. You state In the 
affidavit that it was done with the knowledge 
and approbation of the president, but Is It 
stated In the affidavit that he authorized the 
fitting out of the expedition? 

Emmett. I conceive it was not necessary; for 
though I have argued upon the effects of an 
authorization, it was only to show that the 
argument of adverse counsel went much too far, 
when they contended that the president could 
not authorize any such measure. For our 
defence, it will be only necessary to show 
that the president was, under the circumstances 
of the times, warranted to provide and prepare 
the means for a military expedition; and that, 
in what he might do, we acted with his knowledge 
and approbation. "Qul prohibere potest et non 
prohibet, Jubet." The knowledge and approbation 


22. Ibid . 


at 119b. 
at 1200 
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>ng. Rec . 1965 (Rep. Morgan). 
. at 1591. 1695. 

■ II, §4. 

: V, SI. 
s V, S2. 

5 VII, SI. 

)ng. Rec . 1592. 
e. g. , Ibid . 
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may lead to a violation of the spirit If not the ^ 4 820 

letter of the War Powers Act. . . . Congress 
should act today to hold the administration account- 
able fojjglts activities under the War Powers Act 

Less than a month later, the Mew York Times editorialized on 
the same subject: "Any secret commitment of American forces 

to attacks In or against Nicaragua would violate . . . the War 
Powers Act. ""9 

This suggestion can be dealt with quickly. The 1973 War Powers 
Resolution simply does not apply to CIA activities which do not 
Involve a commitment of U.S. Armed Forces personnel. 50 Indeed, 
that fact was apparent to the legislators who enacted the bill 
and was a source of deep concern to some of them. On July 20, 

1973, Senator Thomas Eagleton Introduced an amendment to the war 
powers bill which would have Included within It coverage: 

Any person employed by, under contract to, or 
under the direction of any department or agency 
of the United States Government who -is either 
(a) actively engaged In hostilities In any foreign 
country; or (b) advising any regular or irregular 
military forces engaged In hostilities in any 
foreign country. 51 

As Senator Muskie explained: "The purpose of this amendment 

... Is to give the Congress greater control over the 
paramilitary activities of the Central Intelligence Agency. "52 
Senator Fulbright warned that if the amendment was not adopted, 

"any future President can end-run the law and use the CIA in 
this fashion. "53 


51. 

52. 

53. 


12 B Cong. ~RecT H9150 (daily ed., Dec. 8, 1982). 

New York Times . Jan. 5, 1983. 

However, the assignment of members of U.S. Armed Forces "to 
command, coordinate, participate In the movement of, or 
accompany the regular or irregular military forces of any 
foreign country or government when such military forces are 
engaged, or their exists an Imminent threat that such forces 
will become engaged, in hostilities" is covered by section 
8(c) of the War Powers Resolution. From what the Board has 
been told and from press accounts this does not appear to 
fit the present case. Further, it might be argued that this 
language Is inapplicable because the " contras " are not "regular 
or irregular military forces of any foreign country or government 
. . . ." [Emphasis added.] (I would not recommend such an 


analysis . ) 

119 Cong. Rec , 
Ibid . 

Ibid, at 25089. 
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every CIA operation in a foreign country other than "activities 
Intended solely for obtaining necessary intelligence" as "a 
significant anticipated intelligence activity," and then 
adding a new title to the National Security Act of 1997. As 
amended, section 501 of the National Security Act provides 
that the DCI and the heads of other departments and agencies 
within the Community shall: 


(1) keep the [congressional Intelligence committees] 

. . . fully and currently informed of all intelligence 
activities, which are the responsibility of, are 
engage's in by or are carried out for or on behalf 
of, any department, agency, or entity of the. 

United States, including any significant anticipated 
intelligence activity , except that (a] the 
foregoing provision shall not require approval 
of the intelligence committees as a condition 
precedent to the initiation of any such anticipated 
intelligence activity, and (b) if the President 
determines it is essential to limit prior notice 
to meet extraordinary circumstances affecting 
vital Interests of the United States-, such 
notice shall be limited to the chairman and 
ranking minority members of the intelligence 
committees, the Speaker and minority leader of 
the House of Representatives, and the majority 
and minority leaders of the Senate .... 

[Emphasis added.] 

In recent months there have been allegations in the press that, 
in the words of one account, "the Administration is probably 
violating the spirit, if not the letter, of the requirement 
that such operations be reported to the Congressional intelligence 
committees — a requirement adopted precisely to prevent the 
executive branch from conducting secret wars behind Congress’s 
back. "“0 

I have made a preliminary investigation of this charge — 
including lengthy discussions with both Republican and Democrat 
senior staff members on the Senate Select Committee on 
Intelligence. I am led to believe as a result that the CIA 
has been very candid In reporting to that committee under 
these statutes. I can pursue this further if the Board 
wishes, but to do a thorough Job would require both access to 
the transcripts of Agency briefings and a more detailed 
knowledge of the alleged activities in question. I’m not 
certain that level of effort is warranted by the sort of 
unsourced allegation we are dealing with here. 


60. New York Times . Nov. 18, 1982. 
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The Boland Amendment j 

The Intelligence Authorization Act for FY 1983 Included a 
classified annex which expressed the "sense of the conferees" 
that no funds authorized by the act should be used "to 
overthrow the Government of Nicaragua or to provoke a military 
exchange between Nicaragua and Honduras. "& 1 I was Informed by 
congressional staff sources (who asked that their Identities 
be protected) earlier this year that some members of the 
intelligence committees felt that this restriction (If a non- 
binding "sense of the conferees" provision can be so 
characterized® 2 ) was not being observed. 
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On December 8, 1982, when the continuing resolution for.FY 1983 
was pending before the House, Congessman Harkln introduced an 
amendment as follows: 


None of the funds provided In this Act may be 
used by the Central Intelligence Agency or the 
Department of Defense to furnish military equip- 
ment, military training or advice, or other 
support for military activities, to any group 
or individual, not part of a country’s armed 
forces, for the purpose of assisting that group 
or individual In carrying out military activities 
In or against Nicaragua. °3 


While this was being debated. House intelligence committee 
chairman Boland made public the above mentioned classified 
annex and proposed a substitute amendment’ to the Harkln 
amendment reading as follows: 


None of the funds provided in this Act may be 
used by the Central Intelligence Agency or the 
Department of Defense to furnish military equip- 
ment, military training or advice, or other 
support for military activities, to any group or 
Individual, not part of a country's armed forces, 
for the purpose of overthrowing the Governnment 
of Nicaragua or provoking a military exchange 
between Nicaragua and Honduras.®" 


In return. Congressman Harkln offered a substitute to the 
Boland substitute which read: 


None of the funds provided In this Act may be 
used by the Central Intelligence Agency or any 

61. 128 Cong. Rec . 19156 (dally ed., Dec. 8, 1982). 

62. Here I am not suggesting that It might be politically wise 
to Ignore the expressed opinion of the conferees — I am only 
saying that in this form the language is not legally binding. 

63. 128 Cong. Rec . H9148 (daily ed. , Dec. 8, 1982). 

64. Ibid., at H9158 
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The words "for the purpose of ... " are critical to under- 
standing -the Boland Amendment. Does this bar expenditure of 
funds by the CIA only when the Agency's purpose is to overthrc 
the Nicaraguan government or to provoke a confrontation with 
Honduras, or does it also bar funding of a paramilitary group 
when the Agency's purpose is to pressure Nicaragua to cease 
its aggression against El Salvador but when the recelpient 
group's objective is to overthrow the Nicaraguan government? 
The administration has taken the former view — that it is 
the CIA's "purpose" that is controlling — while at least some 
congressional critics have suggested that if either the CIA 
or a group receiving CIA funds has the "purpose” of overthrowl 
the Government of Nicaragua or provoking an exchange with 
Honduras the statute prohibits assistance to that group. 


Chairman Michael D. Barnes (D-Md.) of the 
House Foreign Affairs subcommittee on Latin 
America, said CIA attorneys argue that 
continued spending is legal because the 
"purpose" of the O.S. agencies supplying 
money and weapons to the insurgents Is not 
to overthrow the Nicaraguan regime, even 
If the purpose of the guerrillas who receive 
the support Is to do so. "Not a Jury In 
the country would accept this, and the 
House will not accept It," said Barnes. <3 

A similar lntepretatlon was given by New York Times 


Whether the goal is to overthrow the 
Sandinists or merely make them more amenable 
to Reagan Administration pressures Is not 


Either way, the C.I.A. operation appears to 
be violating the Boland Amendment, which 
prohibits support of paramilitary forces 
"with [sic — should read "for"] the purpose" 
of overthrowing the Nicaraguan Government. 
Philip Taubman of the Times reports that 
C.I.A. officials claim they aren't trying 
to overthrow that Government, hence are 
observing the letter or the Boland Amendment. 
That's like saying you're hitting a man 
with a hammer but not trying to kill him; 
and it's the kind of sleazy, hair-splitting 
"denlablllty" that debases language and 
credibility alike. 7 1 * 


UNiiHooioti 
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"The people who are fighting, they are not 
fighting to stop the weapons," the counter- 
revolutionary leader said "We are fighting to 
liberate Nicaragua." 

As [guerrilla leader] Suicide put It here in 
the middle of the war zone, "we're not going 
to stop the transport of arms and supplies to 
the Salvadoran guerrillas or the Guatemalan 
guerrillas until we cut the head off the 
Sandinlsts."<5 



ui:tuU\o5iNtO 



1145 


I1HWSSW”'---- 

prohibit CIA assistance "to any Individual or group which is ^ 4 827 

not a part of- a country ,'s armed forces and which Is already 
known by that agency to have the Intent of overthrowing the 
Government of Nicaragua or of provoking a military conflict 
between Nicaragua and Honduras," it would presumably have so 
stated. Indeed, immediately before unanimously adopting the 
Boland Amendment, the House considered and overwhelmingly 
rejected the language I have Just quoted, which had been 
proposed by Congressman Tom Harkln as a substitute to the 
Boland Amendment. The key difference between the unanimously 
approved Boland Amendment and the Harkln substitute (which 
was defeated by a margin of greater than two to one) was 
that Boland restricted the CIA's "purpose," while Harkln was 
triggered by the CIA's knowledge of the "intent" of a para- 
military group or individual. 

Accepting this interpretation, it is not legally relevant 
whether the Government of Nicaragua is in fact eventually 
overthrown, or an exchange between Nicaragua and Honduras 
takes place. What matters is the motive or purpose for which 
the assistance is provided. Assistance provided to pressure 
Nicaragua to cease its intervention in EL Salvador — even if 
it resulted in the fall of the present regime — would not be 
unlawful; while assistance given to overthrow that regime, 
even if totally ineffective or actually counterproductive, 
would violate the law. 

Some congressional critics appear to acknowledge that the 
"letter" of the Boland Amendment has been followed, but charge 
that the CIA may be violating its "spirit" by falling to 
maintain adequate control over th* paramilitary forces 
receiving assistance. 7® Congress may indeed be concerned 
about the possible consequences of a successful paramilitary 
effort to overthrow the Sandinlstas and the accompanying 
risks of a conflict between Honduras and Nicaragua— and from 
both a policy and a political standpoint these considerations 
may warrant careful attention by administration decision- 
makers — but as a matter of law it is inappropriate to attach 


7b. "Members of the Senate Intelligence Committee, including 
Democrats and Republicans, said this week that a majority 
of senators on the panel think that the C.I.A. has 
insufficient control over the paramilitary forces that it 
supports in the region. . . . [They] said that sentiment 
on the committee runs strongly to the view that the law 
has been violated in spirit if not in letter." New York Times 
April 1, 1983. See also , ibid., March 30, 1983: "Senator 
Patrick J. Leahy, Democrat of Vermont, visited Central 
America earlier this year for the Senate intelligence 
committee. Members who have read a report that Mr. Leahy 
prepared about his visit said it had left little doubt 
that the agency, while following the letter of the Boland 
amendment, was violating its spirit." 

~ UNCLASSIFIED 
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Legal Authority for Covert Action 


that Congress had such activities In mind when It provided In 
section 102(d)(5) of the National Security Act of 1947 that the 
CIA's duties included: 

to perform such other functions and duties related 
to intelligence affecting the national security 
as the National Security Council may from time to 
time direct. 80 
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There was little If anything said in the debate to suggest-^ 
that members thought such activities were already unlawful. 
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Similarly, on October 2, 1974, Senator James Abourezk introduced 
an amendment to the Foreign Assistance Act of 1974 which 
would have prohibited the use of any funds to carry out an 
activity (other than to gather intelligence Information) 

"within any 'foreign country which violates, or is Intended to 
encourage the violation of, the laws of the United States or 
of such country." In introducing the amendment. Senator 
Abourezk explained that "this amendment will, if enacted, 
abolish all clandestine or covert operations by the Central 
Intelligence Agency." 86 


Senator Frank Church explained that he would vote for the 
amendment as a protest to recent CIA activity in Chile, 
because he was confident that the amendment would fail. He 
expressed the hope that a congressional oversight system 
would be created that would "solve this problem without 
having to outlaw covert activity outright." 87 He noted: "I 

can envision situations in which the national security of the 
United States . . . would have such overriding importance as 
to justify covert activity." 88 


Senator John Stennis, Chairman of the Armed Service Committee, 
noted that for many years he had played a role in overseeing CIA 
activities. He remarked: 


I have talked to many Senators about this. I 
have not found a single one, except the author 
of this amendment — and there are others, as I 
believe the Senator from Idaho [Sen. Church] 
did speak — who firmly believe that we ought 
to abolish covert actions and have no capacity 
in that field. 8 9 


As had been the case in the earlier House debate, there was 
no indication that a significant number of members thought 
that covert operations were, or should be, unlawful under 
U.S. law. When the debate had concluded the Abourezk amendment 
was soundly defeated by a four-to-one margin (17-68). 9° 

Even if one concludes that the National Security Act of 1947 
is insufficiently clear to authorize covert CIA activities, 
it Is beyond reasonable doubt that the Congress has acquiesced 
in such activities for many years. That, by Itself, is 
sufficient. As the Supreme Court noted in its 1981 decision 


87. Ibid . 

88. Ibid . 

89. Ibid . 


unclassified 
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In PameB i Moore v. Regan : J 4 831 

[The] failure of Congress specifically to delegate 
authority does not, "especially ... in the area of 
foreign policy and national security," imply 
"congressional disapproval" of action taken by the 
Executive. Haig v. Agee . 453 U.S. 280 at 291. On 
the contrary, the enactment of legislation closely 
related to the question of the President's authority 
in a particular case which evinces legislative 
intent to accord the President broad discretion may be 
considered to "invite" "measures on Independent 
presidential responsibility," Youngstown at 637 (Jackson, 

J., concurring). At least this is so where there is no 
contrary indication of legislative Intent and when, as 
here, there is a history of congressional acquiescence 
in conduct of the sort engaged in by the President. 91 


Part II— ALLEGED VIOLATIONS OF INTERNATIONAL LAW 

Under the Supremacy Clause of the U.S. Constitution, "all 
Treaties made, or which shall be made, under the Authority of 
the United States, shall be the supreme Law of the Land . . . . "° 2 
Further, the Supreme Court has declared that "International law 
Is part of our law . . . ."93 it seems therefore appropriate 
for the Board to take note when an agency within the Intelligence 
Community Is accused of violating international law — particularly 
fundamental treaties to which the United States Is a party. 

During the House debate on the Harkln/Boland amendments on 
December 8, 1982, one of the most frequent arguments made in 
favor of restricting CIA activities in Central America was that 
they violate International law. Time and again Congressman 
Harkln alleged that the Agency was doing something that Is 
"clearly illegal. "9" He was followed by Congressman Leach, of 
Iowa, who asserted: 

Interventionist activities are In direct 
contravention of international law and the 
legally binding treaty obligations of the 
United States under both the Charter of the 
United Nations as well as the Charter of 
the Organization of American States. 


91. 435 U.S.S 654, 678-79 (1981). 

92. U.S. Const., art. VI, cl. 2. 

93. The Paguete Habana . 175 U.S. 677, 700 (1900). See also . 
United States v. Ar.jona , 120 U.S. 412, 487 (1887); and 
Thirty Hogsheads of Sugar v. Boyle . 13 U.S. (9 Cranch. ) 
191 (1815) (Marshall, C.J.). 

94. 128 Cong. Rec . H 9148-49 (daily ed. Dec 8, 1982). 
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For example, Article 2 of the United Nations 
Charter states: 

All Members shall settle their International 
disputes by peaceful means In such a manner that 
International peace and security, and Justice 
are not endangered. All Members shall refrain 
In their International relations from the threat 
or use of force against the territorial integrity 
or political independence of any State * * * 

Article 18 of the OAS Charter sets forth simlllar 
obligations: 

No State or group of States has the right to 
Intervene, directly or Indirectly, for any 
reason whatever, in the Internal or external 
affairs of any other State. The foregoing 
principle prohibits not only armed force but 
also any other form of interference or 
attempted threat against the personality of 
the State or against its political, economic, 
and cultural elements. 95 

Other members made similar charges, 96 which have been e 
editorially by„the Washington Post . 97 and by other infl 


J 4 832 


Unfortunately, few of the critics evince any understanding of 
the clear distinction made by modern International law between 
impermissible Intervention and a State's right to defend 
Itself — with the assistance of other States If available — against 
an armed attack. An excellent example of this confusion was 
provided in a recent New York Times column by Tom Wicker, who 


The parallel drawn In the U.N. debate and else- 
where between Nicaraguan Intervention in El 
Salvador and that of the U.S. in Nicaragua 
is sleazy .... Aside from the disputed 
question how much the Salvadoran guerrillas are 
sponsored, armed and encouraged by the Sandlnlsts, 
should the United States hold Itself to no higher 
standards than those It rightly condemns in others? 
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As the critics have observed, article 2(<0 of the U.N. Charter 
provides that: 

All Members shall refrain in their international 
relations from the threat or use of force against 
the territorial integrity or political Independence 
of any state, or in any other manner inconsistent 
with the Purposes of the United Nations. 


However, this should be read in connection with article 51, which 
provides in part: 

Nothing in the present Charter shall impair the 
inherent right of individual or collective self- 
defence if an armed attack occurs against a Member 
of the United Nations, until the Security Council 
has taken measures necessary to maintain inter- 
national peace and security. . . . 10 ° 

Thus, if it can be established that El Salvador or Honduras is 
the victim of an "armed attack" by Nicaragua — an issue which 
will be addressed infra — the United Nations Charter does 
not prohibit the United States from assisting either country as 
an exercise of "collective self-defense." 
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1. The High Contracting Parties agree that an 
armed attack by any State against an American 
State shall be considered as an attack against 
all the American States and, consequently, each one 
of the said Contracting Parties undertakes to 
assist In meeting the attack In the exercise of 
the Inherent right of Individual or collective self- 
defense recognized by Article 51 of the Charter 
of the United Nations. 
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the United Nations has taken the measures necessary 
to maintain International peace and security. 


Thus, there Is nothing In the Rio Pact, the OAS Charter, or the 
United Nations Charter which prohibits the United States from 
assisting other nations which have been the target of an armed 
attack or similar act of aggression. 

Applying the Facts to the Law 

The Board has not thus far engaged In serious Independent fact- 
finding with respect to CIA activities in Central America. 
However, PIOB consultant John Norton Moore 102 and I have been 
briefed by the Defense Intelligence Agency on Nicaraguah 
Intervention in El Salvador, 


[CLASSIFIED MATERIAL DELETED] 


On the basis of this briefing, 10 3 
Professor Moore Indicated that he had no- hesitation in con- 
cluding that Nicaragua was guilty of an "armed attack" against 
El Salvador In violation of the U.N. Charter. I share that 
view. In addition, I have separately met with CIA specialists 
on this subject and on the question of Nicaraguan Involvement 
In anti-government activities In Honduras. While I am still 
pursuing this question, on the basis of what I have been 
told I am persuaded that both El Salvador and Honduras are 
legally entitled under the U.N. Charter and other relevant 
treaties to request assistance from the United States In 


102. Professor Moore Is Director of the Center for Law and 
National Security at the University of Virginia School 

of Law, Chairman of the American Bar Association Standing 
Committee on Law and National Security, and head of the 
Public International Law Division of the ABA's Section 
on International Law. He Is a former Counsellor on 
International Law to the Department of State and Is an 
Internationally recognized expert on international law 
and the use of force. His many books Include Law and 
Civil War In the Modern World (John Hopkins, 197A), and 
Law and the Indo-Chlna War (Princeton, 1972). 

103. Captured Salvadoran guerrilla leaders have been quoted as 
acknowledging a major Nicaraguan role in directing and 
supporting their revolution ( see, e.g. . Washington Times . 
March 10, 1983), as reportedly has the official guerrilla 
radio station. Radio Venceremos, which Is based In 
Nicaragua ( Ibid . . March 16, 1983). 
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defending- thejnselves, and that the United States is legally 
permitted to use necessary and proportional force against 
Nicaragua in response. to such a request. 
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104. This judgment should not be interpreted as a finding 

that United States activities in Central America constitute 
a use of force under international law. Whether that 
threshold has been breached is beyond the scope of this 
memorandum. * 





The Whit* E 
Washington, 
December 1, 
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I hereby find that the following activltiei are inportant to the 
national security of the United States, and direct the Director of 
Central Intelligence, or his designee, to report this Finding to the 
Intelligence Committees of the Congress pursuant to Section SOI 'of 
the National Security Act of 1947, as amended, and to provide such 
briefings as necessary. 


SCOPE 


PURPOSE 


In order to induce the Sandinistas 
to halt their transformation of 
Nicaragua into a Marxist/Leninist 
state) to bring the Sandinistas into a 
meaningful dialogue with the Nicaraguan 
democratic opposition to achieve 
reconciliation of the Nicaraguan people 
leading to the establishment of a 
democracy based upon the implementation 
of the June . 1979. Declaration of the 
Organization of American States and the 
21 point Contadora Statement of 
Objectives; to induce the Sandinistas 
to cease exporting armed revolution and 
weapons in the region, the CIA is 
directed to: 
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Bititd States Senate 
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April 9, 1984 
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Th« Honorable William J. Caaay 
Director of Central Intelligent 
Central Intelligence Agency 
Vaahlngton, D.C. 20505 


Dear Bill: 


All thia peat weekend, I'i 
moot easily tell you my fi 
President having approved 


It gats down t 


, littli 


I understand you had brief) 
that. Now, during the 
the week before, on whethei 
Nicaragua program, we were 
Committee charged that the 
strongly denied that becai 
the neat day that the CIA 
President, engaged in sucl 


Bill, this is i 
of a quandary. I 
Intelligence Commi 


way t 


The Presidemt has asked ui 


is doing? Laban oi 
But mine the harbi 
international 1; 
don't see how wi 


e going 
that 


been trying to flgi 
lings about the dlsi 
lining aomi 


simple phn 


harbors of Cantral 
I am pissed off! 


id the House on this matter. I've heard 
rtaat debate we had all last week and 
would Increase funds for the 
doing all right, until a Member of the 
President had approved the mining. 


I had never heard of it. I found o 
, with the written approval of the 
mining, and the approval came in February! 


a railroad and I find myself in a hell 
to apologise to the Members of the 
ise I did not know the facts on this. 


> back his foreign policy. Bill, 
:y when we don't know what the hi 
ill knew that he sem 


troops over there. 

violating 
life orf me, I 


ictly, when you b 


tls supplemental 
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The Honorable William J. Casey 
Page Two 
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18 March 1985 


S 0?i 

The Honorable Dave Durenberger, Chairman 
Select Committee on Intelligence 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This is in response to questions raised by the Committee 
regarding the Agency's plans to provide certain defensive 
intelligence to opposition groups in Nicaragua in light of the 
statutory restrictions contained in Section 8066 of the FY85 DoD 
Appropriation Act (incorporated in the FY85 Continuing 
Resolution) . 

We do not intend to provide intelligence to Nicaraguan 
opposition groups on any systematic or continuing basis. Our 
goal is humanitarian in nature and any intelligence we would 
pass would be strictly limited, on a case-by-case basis, to 
information which in general affects the lives of U.S. persons 
or third-country noncombatants or which suggests that a 
holocaust-type situation involving substantial loss of life may 

The enclosed guidelines have been developed by the Agency's 
General Counsel for assessing the provision of defensive 
intelligence to resistance forces in Nicaragua. The guidelines 
require that, where time permits, the General Counsel's 
concurrence be obtained. It is our view that these guidelines 
will assure careful scrutiny by Agency officials at appropriate 
levels for this necessary but limited activity. 
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The Agency will obviously' inform the Committee when 
defensive intelligence is provided to such groups. This letter 
is also being provided to Chairman Hamilton of the House 
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence. 

Sincerely. 

S °?2 


Enclosure 




VNMFIED 
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»h*;h would ha»« the at tort ot supporting directly or r 
indirect ly, a. 1 1 1 ary or parami 1 1 tary opera t ion* ir, U4l£ 

Nicaragua by any nation. group. organisation. move- 

On iti tec*' erwt by it* very title, the House version operate* as a 
total prohibition om the use of any funds by U.S. intelligence 
elements during FY 8$ for direct or indirect support of military 
or paramilitary operations in Nicaragua by anyone. Thia U.iguagu 
effectively blocks all direct U.S. activities in Nicaragua and 
preclude* U.S. financial support for the Contras during FY 65 by 
any seen*. In disaaccing Section 107, w* are faced with the fol- 
lowing restriction*! 

X) RESTRICTION ON TIME — This prohibition 
would operate throughout FYB5 and any subsequent sup- 
plemental appropriation* would likewise be subject to 
its restrictions. Should this language become the 
final varsion of nest year's Intelligence Authorisa- 
tion Act. a* ot 30 September 1984. an amendment of the 
Section would be required in order to legalise spend- 
ing for the Nicaragua program. 

B) RESTRICTION ON FUNDS — The wording con- 
tained in Section 107 that "no funds available* may be 
obligated or expended for the restricted purpose 
translates into a total prohibition on all activities 
supporting paramilitary operation# in Nicaragua that 
rtquir* funding by tha U.S. The funds avallabla arm 
not limited by year of appropriation. Thus, repro- 
gramming of prior year funds and releasat froa tha 
Reserve tor Contingencies would be prohibited. More- 
over. the prohibition is not "ialtsd by its language 
to appropriated fundi. The broadnaaa of the wording 
of this section appears to prohibit r.h* us» of funds 
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C) RESTRICTION ON WHO KAY SPEND -- The provi- 
zio n ».m.h U n «» IW the CIA. BoD and "any othar n . . ^ 

«aency or (MflStUh .U . S . Involved in intelligent* C 0418 
acriviti*^l49nM>«hiie funds are subject to the 
restrlctifSM ..This 1 i n g geqc sppeers to ptohtbit use ol 
funds madb available to the Department of Stare, tc 
the extent that expenditure. of those funda would have 
the effect of supporting paramilitary operations. 

Section 107- does not. however, prohibit the Department 
froa obligating or expending funds for diplomatic or 
other purposes in Nicaragua. Although the restriction 
does not apply to entities not involved in intelli- 
gence. such as the Department of Agriculture, for 
exaaple. any appropriated funds available to those 
agencies could not legally be expended for unautho- 
rised purposes under traditional appropriations law. 

Obviously such ether agencies are not authorized by 
law to conduct paraailitary operations. 

E) RESTRICTION ON PURPOSE OR ETrECT — The -iS- 

language of Section 107 require* the Agency not only f 

to refrain froa coaaitting or spending funds for the 

express purpose of supporting paraailitary activities - 

in Nicaragua, but also dsaands that the CIA anticipate - * 
the ‘effect* of its expenditures. Thus, funds given 

to the Contras that were being expended, for exaaple. f 

to provide huaanitarian support, interdict the flow of i 

eras in the region or assist with public relation* 

efforts, would be prohibited only it such assistance ; 

were deterained to have the ‘effect’ of supporting j 

paraailitary activities in Nicaragua. Mills the lan- 
guage of Section 107 itself can be construed to perait 
huaanitarian aid by U.S. intelligence elaaents. tha 
legislative history indicates that th* Mil's propo- 
nents would oppose any assistance to the Contras. 

F) RESTRICTION ON DIRECT OR INDIRECT SUPPORT 

FOR MILITARY OR PARAMILITARY OPERATIONS — The re- 
striction on direct or indirect support for ailltary/ | 

paraailitary operations prohibits the funding of any 

Agency activities which have a reasonable nexus with j 

the Nicaraguan covert action program. While the 
interpretation of ‘direct* support nay cause us few 

probieae. how to define what will have the effect of . 

indirectly supporting such activities in Nicaragua l 

cannot be determined with certainty. Rather than 

drawing a thin line, this language paints a gray zone 

subject to interpretation. The provision of nodical 

supplies to th* Contras, for exaaple, arguably has tha 

“effect* of 'indirectly* supporting their paraailitary 

activities. 



bN6EftS SIFIED_ 
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H) RESTRICTION Oil WHO DOBS THE OPERATION* — 
The restriction against funding applies to paraaili- 
tary operations 'by any nation, group, organisation, 
covenant, or individual. " TMl Hording affactivaly 
prohibits the .Agency's funding at such activities via. 
intataadlariaa. 


4. Tha lagialativa hiatory ia halpfui only for diacarning 
tha spirit bahind Saetion 107. Thara ia no anaiyaia of tha word- 
ing It. 30 pagaa of floor dabata. 130 COMO. SEC. H8264-B4 


4/ OPERATIONS IN NICARAGUA 

SEC. <01. (a) Nona of tha fund* appropriatad far 
fiscal year 1983 or 1984 for tha Cantral intelligence 
Agency or any otha* deperteant, agancy, or entitf of 
tha Unitad Stataa involved in intelligence activities 
aay be obligated or expended for the purpose or which 
would have the effect of supporting, directly or Indi- 
rectly. military or peraailltaryoperationa la 
Nicaragua by any nation, group, organitation, aove- 
asnt, or individual. H.E. 27*0. 98th Cong., la* Seas. 

UJI3J. . 


Ci w/te7 


UNCLASSIFIED 
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6. Vhi 1# th« drafter# aora than likaly attaaptad to iaitata 
tha Clark Aaendaent 's prohibition on aaaiatanca of any kind (or 
paraailitary operation# in Angola. */ It can ba arguad that tha 
section 107 restriction it soaawhat different. Unlike the Clark 
Aaendaent. thia section Units all funds rather than til 

’t could ba thoaght. therefore, 

lark keen ' 

» assistance that either d 

by Intelligence eiaaents or chat does not 
support paraailitary operations. 



If The Clark Aaendaent reads, i 
Limitation on certain assistance 


i pertinent parti 

:o and activities in Angola 


Sec. 401(a) Socwi thstanding any other provision 
of lae. no asaistanca of any kind aay be provided for 
the purpose, or which would have the affect, of pro- 
sot ing or eugasnting, directly or indirectly, the 
capacity of any nation, group, organisation, aoveaent, 
or individual to conduct ailitsry or paraailitary 
operations in Angola unless and until the Congress 
axpraasly suthorites such assistance by la « enacted 
after the data of ensetaent of this section. 


uNOLASSIF'ED[k 
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 



FROM: OLIVER L. NORTHp 

SUBJECT: Nicaragua Options 



One of the most important issues on this trip is to determine 
what type of support to the resistance is most palatable to our 
friends in the region. Don Fortier is pursuing the same strategy 
with the leadership in Congress. Thus, Tab F (Options and 
Legislative Strategy) is particularly important as background for 
your meetings with Heads of State in the region. You should be 
aware that there is growing sentiment in the Congress for some 
type of “overt” support to t 
undoubtedly most unpalatable 

RECOMMENDATION 
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Mr. Russell B. Neely 

Office of Management and Budget 

Washington, D.C. 2050J 

Russ, 

Attached is a copy of the letter you revested. 






Congress of tfje ©niteb States 
$ou«e of »epresentati'be« n^;,” 
aldington, B.C. 20515 { 94 . 103 




OecemBen-llv 1984 


Honorable George P. Shultz 
Secretary of State 
Washington, 0. C. 20520 

Oear Mr. Secretary: 


As you are aware, the recently enacted H.J. Res. 648, making 
continuing appropriations for fiscal year 1985, contains a prohibition 
regarding assistance to tne "contras" fighting in Nicaragua. Recent 
reports have indicated that other countries are furnishing aid to the 
"contra" forces in order to keep them a viable military force exerting 
pressure on the SandinHtas. Of the countries Identified in these 
reports as furnishing such aid,, several are Central Anerican neighbors 
of Nicaragua and are themselves recipients of U.S. foreign assistance 
funding. For example, El Salvador has been the recipient of increased 
U.S. aid since the election of President Duarte, ana is Identified in the 
reports as being orte of the countries aiding the "contras". If these 
reports are accurate, I am concerned that countries receiving U.S. 
foreign assistance aid may be utilizing a portion of such aid to- assist 
the "contras" and, in so doing, effect a rather devious contravention of 
the law prohibiting such aid. 


I would apreciate receiving your thoughts on this issue as well as 
your assurance that no U.S. foreign assistance funding is being utilized 
to effect »4iat amounts to “revolving door" aid to the "contras”. 


With best wishes. 


STpcerely, ’ ' Z' 

' far 


cc: Honorable Caspar w. Weinberger 
Secretary of Defense 

Honorable William 0. Casey 
Director of Central Intelligence 


-.Joseph P. Addabbo 
Member of Congress^' 

-wwirt/mm no '30'iu.ivi RR1 
irniflf provisoes of Efl. 1355 
Ey 8, Rvftr, National Security Council 
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MEMORANDUM 


FOR: JOHN M.« POINDEXTER, VICE ADMIRAL, U. S. NAVY 

ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT FOR NATIONAL 
SECURITY AFFAIRS 

FROM: PRESIDENT'S INTELLIGENCE OVERSIGHT BOARD 

SUBJECT: The Legality of Providing Basic Military Training 

for the Nicaraguan Democratic Resistance 


ISSUE : Can the Central Intelligence Agency or any other agency of 

the U.S. Government legally provide generic military training to 
the Nicaraguan democratic resistance? 


SUMMARY : Yes, the Intelligence Authorisation Act for FY 1986 does 

authorise the obligation or expenditure of funds by the Central 
Intelligence Agency, the Department of Defense, or other Intelligence- 
related agencies of the U.S. Government to provide basic military 
training for the Nicaraguan democratic resistance so long as such 
training does not amount to the participation in the planning or 
execution of military or paramilitary operations In Nicaragua. 

Although the statutory language does not explicitly allow such 
training, the language of the Joint Explanatory Statement of the 
Conference Report, which can be used In Interpreting the Act, 
prohibits only operational training, not generic military training. 

Ir. addition, neither the passage of the legislation providing 
humanitarian aid, which specifically prohibits the use of these 
funds for military training, nor the recent defeat of proposed 
military aid to the Nicaraguan democratic resistance by the House 
of Representatives, alters the conclusion that the provision of 



1985, Pub. L. No. 99-88, 99 
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' However, this leaves unresolved the critical Issue of whether, under 
existing legislation, Che Central Intelligence Agency or other 
agencies of the O.S. Government are legally permitted to render 
snch training to the Nicaraguan democratic resistance, jj 73555 

ANALYSIS : Of the two acts that modified the prohibition on O.S. 

Government Involvement with the Nicaraguan democratic resistance, 
the most germane to this discussion is the Intelligence Authorization 
Act for Piscal Year 1986. This act permits the provision of 
military training, while the legislation authorizing humanitarian 
assistance appears to explicitly prohibit the use of humanitarian 
aid funds for such a purpose. 

I The Intelligence Authorization Act for Piscal Year 1986 Permits 


As with any Issue of statutory construction, one "must begin 
with the language of the statute Itself." 6 The Intelligence 
Authorization Act for PY 1986 provides In relevant part: 

Sec. 105. (a) Punds available te the Central Intelligence 
Agency, the Department of Defense, or any other agency or 
entity of the United States Involved In Intelligence 
activities may be obligated and expended during fiscal year 
1986 to provide funds, materiel, or other assistance to the 
Nicaraguan democratic resistance to support military c~ 


Nlcaraguan democratic resistance to su 
paramilitary operations in Nicaragua c_ 
Section 101 and as specified In the els 


[emphasis added] 


$105 does not itself specify what kind of activities are 
allowed under the legislation. However, It makes specific reference 
to another section of the ' Intelligence Authorization Act and to 
sections of the two other acts. It should be noted that the three 
sections Incorporated into Section 105 by reference are not cumulative 
In effect but stand Independent of each other and the satisfaction 
of the requirements of any one of them will satisfy the requirements 
of Section 105* Therefore, If an examination .of the other three 
sections reveals that any, one of them allows for the provision of 
generic military training to the FDN then such conduct, would be 
permissible under the Intelligence Authorization Act. In fact, 
such an examination demonstrates that one of the three sections in 
issue does authorize the expenditure for providing military training 
to the FDN, while the remaining two sections do not address the 
Issue. 






7 Suara . note A at 1003. 
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Section 101 of th 

Fiscal Year 1986 Intelligence Authorization 


in the Classified Schedule of Authorizations 




vision of Information and Advice for Mid-FBtP. 


On its face, Section 101 merely enumerates the elements of the 
U. S. Government for which funds are authorized to conduct intelli- 
gence and intelligence-related activities without reference to 
what specific activities are being authorized. 0 However, it 
is a well settled principle of statutory construction that extrinsic 
aids may be considered for purposes of interpretation when the 
statutory language ambiguous or unclear. 9 Therefore, a report 
issued by a conference committee representing both Houses can be 
used as an aid in construing ambiguous statutes 10 and. Indeed, 
is generally considered to be the authoritative interpretation. 11 
The Joint Explanatory Statement of the Conference Report provides 
that" "Classified amounts are authorized in Section 101 for intelli- 
gence agency infrastructure expenditures related to activities 
such as the provision of information and advice to the Nicaraguan 
democratic resistance . . . [Emphasis addedj 

Several things should be noted about 'the above language. First, 
Section 101 allows the provision of "information and advice" 
without further defining these concepts. It could mean basic 
military training. 1 ’ Second, the phrase "information and 
advice" is conditioned by the words "such as” so that the 
permissible activities are not limited exclusively to providing 
"information and advice", however these terms are defined. In 
construing the statutory language, one must give effect, if 


8 Id. at 1002 

9 N. SINGER, 2A SUTHERLAND STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION $ 48.01 (1984). 


Id. at §48.08. 

11 Since the conference report represents the final statement of 
terms agreed to by both Houses of Congress, next to- the statute 
Itself, it is the most persuasive evidence of congressional intent. 
Demby v. Schwelker . 671 F. 2d 507 (DC Cir. 1981) 

12 INTELLIGENCE AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1986, K. R. 99- 
373, 99th Cong., 1st Sess. 1A (1985) 


13 it is a well settled principle of statutory construction that, 
in the absence of explicit indications to the contrary, statutory 
terms are presumed to connote their common and accepted^meanlngs. 
The common meaning of the term "advice" is tc — — 
regarding a decision or a course of conduct" 
knowledge or experience, often prof essional^ ■ 

59 r (1983° n Irguably!*tl 
constitutes precisely 


render a "recommendatio 

technical, on the 
WEBSTER’S NINTH NEW COLLEGE DICTIONARY 
provision of basic military training 
te rendering of advice by someone who has 


nowledge of t.ne subject it 
; above section. * ‘ 


■ 













The r-.- yj*****-. 

and counterintelligence advice" may be provided to t 
democratic resistance. Although It does not state that training 
Is Included', neither does It Indicate that It Is excluded. In other 
w «• a, advice Us not defined as "Intelligence and counterintelligence 
advice" to the exclusion of all other forms of advice. Rather, the 
Conference Report simply lists, as examples, the two types of advice 
that are permissible and, as written. Is not exhaustive. 1 ? 


The more critical language Is contained In the second sentence. 
Training is prohibited other than communications training which 
has a special exemption. But the training that is prohibited Is 
defined as training that amounts to "participation In the planning 
or execution of military or paramilitary operations In Nicaragua" 
or "to participation In logistics activities Integral to such 
operations. " 


There are two possible Interpretations of the above language. 

One would suggest that all military training Is prohibited. It Is 
arguable that all military training would amount to participation 
In the planning or execution of military or paramilitary operations 
In Nicaragua. However, It Is a well accepted principle of statutory 
Interpretation that all the particulars of the statutory language 
must be given their due weight and that the choice of a narrowly 
defined prohibition by the legislators Implies their rejection of 
a broader prohibition. Therefore, since Congress, Instead of 
drafting a clear-cut prohibition against all military training 
whatsoever, opted to prohibit only that training that amounts to 
participation In the planning or execution of military or para- 
military operations In Nicaragua, It follows that other forms of 
training are permissible. 

Thus, the better view Is that only the furnishing of advice 
or training with specific operational Implications is prohibited, 
but not the provision of generic military training, l.e. Individual, 
unit and technical training. Oenerlc military training can be 
further defined as that sort of basic training that Include Instruction 
In Individual soldiering skills such as marksmanship, camouflage, 
movement techniques, first aid techniques, transportation of wounded 
persons, communications techniques, supply, military discipline, 
crew served weapons training (Including training In air defense 
weapons), personal hygiene, night training, intelligence reporting, 
patrolling techniques and construction of individual fortifications, 
etc. (See also the classified annex.) 


The provision of training covered by these generic categories 
would not violate the prohibition against training that amounts to 
participation In the planning or execution of military or paramilitary 


participation In the planning or execution of 
operations in Nicaragua . 11 [Emphasis added] Rather, the prohibited 
forms of activities are clearly distinguishable from those listed 


- 3 This Is In keeping with the Conference Committee's understanding 
of Section 101 of the Intelligence Authorization Act which authorized 
"expenditures related to activities such as the provision of 
Information and advice. . ." Supra , note 12 and accompanying text. 
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to funds authorized by the Intelligence Authorization Act. 




It is also significant that the attempts to amend the 
humanitarian aid legislation so as to explicitly prohibit training 
were defeated. An amendment proposed by Sen. Haricln would have 
defined the language "no materiel assistance" to Include the "military 
training, advice, and activities in support or military operations. "23 
In the House of Representatives, an attempt to amend the Michel 


have had an Impact only c 


On February 27, 1986 a Joint Resolution was Introduced in the U.S. 


message did not make reference to military training, it was an 
open-ended request for authority to obligate and expend at least 
$70 million for military assistance out or the $100 million requested. 
Subsequently, a second message was sent to Congress further detailing 
how the funds were to be spent. Specific reference was made to 
various types of training which was to take place during the 


first ninety days following Congressional approval of the request. 2 ® 
Without commenting on whether the subsequent Presidential message 
represented a modification on the original Joint Resolution, it is 
clear that the defeat of the the entire package would not affect 
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. CLASSIFIED ANNEX 


1. Infrastructure Expenditures : The Classified Anne* to the 

Intelligence Authorization Act for Flaoal Year 1986 states 
that amounts authorized In Section 101 for CIA Infrastructure 
may be expended for the provision of advice and information 
for the FDN. In light of the definite of "advice" contained 
In the attached memorandum, funds for the CIA Infrastructure 
could be used to provide generic military training to the 
FDN. Whether there are sufficient funds committed for 
infrastructure in the current budget to accomplish a complete 
training program, or only enough to complete certain designated 
technical training programs is uncertain'. Pending passage of 
the President's proposal, the latter may be all that can be 
accomplished. (TS) 



I5B TS Control Eel 4 ”. 

Copy So. 
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Bnitd States Ornate 


B-eut^lUgUuy 


Lee H^l Hamilton ^Chairman 
U.S. HouselofTlepresencatives 
Permanent Select Conmittee on 
Intelligence 
Washington. O.C. 20S1S 


December 5. 1985 C 0924 


Thanks for sending me a copy; of your letter to the DCI of 
December 4. 1985. concerning the. conference agreement on Section 
105 of the FY 1986 Intelligence .Authorization Act. 

I really do not think we? have a problem with respect to 
interpretation of the permissablelbounds of intelligence advice 
to the Nicaraguan democratic resistance. . I certainly would 
■. agree, with' -you' that' advice' on TogTi t ic*‘'actlvit'ies • integral 
to the effectiveness of particular military or paramilitary 
operations is precluded if it. would "amount to" participation 
in such activities, even if there jis no physical participation. 
At the same time. I'm sure you-would agree that the conferees 
did not mean to place the entire subject of logistics off 
limits. We certainly would, for example, want to encourage 
advice on logistics related to the effective distribution of 
humanitarian and communications assistance. 

Thus, it seems co me thac the crucial distinction is not 
between the oral and the physical, but rather between^genersl 
logistical advice (or logistical advice related toHKumanicarian 
or conmiunicac ion assistance) and a dvice that amounts^to "p a r t i e i - 
pation in logistics activities iiy£graH£o mllitary^ot^ para- 
military operations. The latter£is what>je clearly, meantico 
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Thanks foe your letter of December .5 concerning logistical advice to the 


I do ageee with you that the Conferees; on' the FY 1986 Intelligence 
Authorization Act did not put the entire subject of logistics off limits. 
However, we did constrain CIA activities in significant ways. Further, the 
Supplemental Appropriations Act for FY 1985 also constrains the CIA. The 
Agency is not to participate in any «y in] the"distr ibutioo of tnmaniur ian 
assistance. The Agency may only provide advice and support to other U.S. 
government agencies responsible for the distribution of the assistance. Thus, 
the Act makes clear direct CIA logistical-advice on C<e cliwctlvc cistr ilctisr. 
of humanitarian assistance is not appropriate. The Conference Report does not 
amend the Supplemental AppcopciatiorsAct.-j 

Tift other problem, as I see it, m logistical advice on how to 
distribute food inside Nicaragua is as useful for the distribution of 
aimunition as it is for food. Both items are essential-for the conduct of 
military and paramilitary operations in Nicaragua. Thuiyjadvloe in "this arpa 
can well be seen as military advice to the contras. It would ill serve the - 
Agency to become embroiled in controversy at this juncture^regard ing a matter 
about which Congress has expressed such repeated reservations. 
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CHAPTER 27. ROLE OF LAW 

THE DOCUMENTS CITED IN THESE FOOTNOTES ARE 
AVAILABLE FROM PUBLIC SOURCES. 
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CHAPTER 28 . RECOMMENDATIONS 


THIS CHAPTER DOES NOT CONTAIN FOOTNOTES. 
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MINORITY REPORT 
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CHAPTER l. INTRODUCTION 

THE DOCUMENTS CITED IN THESE FOOTNOTES ARE 
AVAILABLE FROM PUBLIC SOURCES. 



MARY FERRELL 
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CHAPTER 2. THE FOREIGN AFFAIRS POWERS 
AND THE FRAMERS' INTENTIONS 

THE DOCUMENTS CITED IN THESE FOOTNOTES ARE 
AVAILABLE FROM PUBLIC SOURCES. 






1211 


CHAPTER 3. THE PRESIDENT'S FOREIGN POLICY POWERS 
IN EARLY CONSTITUTIONAL HISTORY 

THE DOCUMENTS CITED IN THESE FOOTNOTES ARE 
AVAILABLE FROM PUBLIC SOURCES. 
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CHAPTER 4. CONSTITUTIONAL PRINCIPLES IN COURT 

THE DOCUMENTS CITED IN THESE FOOTNOTES ARE 
AVAILABLE FROM PUBLIC SOURCES. 
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CHAPTER 5. NICARAGUA: THE CONTEXT 
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THE CHALLENGE TO 
DEMOCRACY IN CENTRAL AMERICA 



WASHINGTON, D.C. 
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CHAPTER 6. THE BOLAND AMENDMENTS 

THE DOCUMENTS CITED IN THESE FOOTNOTES ARE 
AVAILABLE FROM PUBLIC SOURCES. 
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CHAPTER 7. WHO DID WHAT TO HELP THE DEMOCRATIC RESISTANCE 

THE DOCUMENTS CITED IN THESE FOOTNOTES ARE 
AVAILABLE FROM PUBLIC SOURCES. 
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CHAPTER 8. THE IRAN INITIATIVE 



PRINCETON UNIVERSITY 

WOODROW WILSON SCHOOL OF PUBLIC AND INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS 
29 SEPTEMBER 1987 


INTRODUCTION 

OVER THE YEARS, PUBLIC VIEWS OF CIA AND ITS ROLE IN 
AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY HAVE BEEN SHAPED PRIMARILY BY MOVIES, 
TELEVISION, NOVELS, NEWSPAPERS, BOOKS BY JOURNALISTS, HEADLINES 
GROWING OUT OF CONGRESSIONAL INQUIRIES, EXPOSES BY FORMER 
INTELLIGENCE OFFICERS, AND ESSAYS BY EXPERTS WHO HAVE NEVER 
SERVED IN AMERICAN INTELLIGENCE AND BY SOME WHO HAVE SERVED AND 
STILL NEVER UNDERSTOOD OUR ROLE. WE ARE SAID TO BE AN 
INVISIBLE GOVERNMENT AND YET ARE THE MOST VISIBLE, MOST 
EXTERNALLY SCRUTINIZED AND MOST PUBLICIZED INTELLIGENCE SERVICE 
IN THE WORLD. WHILE WE SOMETIMES ARE ABLE TO REFUTE PUBLICLY 
ALLEGATIONS AND CRITICISM AGAINST US, USUALLY WE MUST REMAIN 
SILENT. THE RESULT IS A CONTRADICTORY MELANGE OF IMAGES OF CIA 
AND VERY LITTLE UNDERSTANDING OF OUR REAL ROLE IN AMERICAN 
GOVERNMENT. 


TONIGHT, I WOULD LIKE TO TRY TO ILLUMINATE, AND I HOPE 
EXPAND. YOUR UNDERSTANDING OF CIA’S ROLE IN THE MAKING OF 
AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY. 
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This role takes three broad forms: 

— FIRST, CIA IS responsible for the collection, analysis 

AND DISTRIBUTION OF INTELLIGENCE INFORMATION TO 
POLICYMAKERS, PRINCIPALLY THE PRESIDENT, THE NATIONAL 
SECURITY COUNCIL AND THE DEPARTMENTS OF STATE AND 

Defense — although in recent years many other 

DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES HAVE BECOME MAJOR USERS OF 
INTELLIGENCE. THIS IS A WELL KNOWN AREA, AND I WILL 
SPEAK OF IT ONLY SUMMARILY. 

— SECOND, CIA IS CHARGED WITH THE CONDUCT OF COVERT 
ACTION, THE ONE AREA WHERE WE IMPLEMENT POLICY. THIS 
IS A SUBJECT SO COMPLEX AND SO CONTROVERSIAL AS TO 
REQUIRE SEPARATE TREATMENT AT ANOTHER TIME. ANOTHER 

. PLACE. 

— third, and most significant, CIA's role is played out 

IN THE INTERACTION, PRIMARILY IN WASHINGTON, BETWEEN 
CIA AND THE POLICY COMMUNITY. IT IS IN THE DYNAMICS OF 
THIS RELATIONSHIP THAT THE INFLUENCE AND ROLE OF CIA 
ARE DETERMINED — WHETHER CIA'S ASSESSMENTS ARE HEEDED 
OR NOT, WHETHER CIA'S INFORMATION IS RELEVANT AND 
TIMELY ENOUGH TO BE USEFUL. AND WHETHER CIA'S 
RELATIONSHIP WITH POLICYMAKERS FROM ISSUE TO ISSUE AND 


2 
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PROBLEM TO PROBLEM, IS SUPPORTIVE OR ADVERSARIAL. IT 
IS THIS DYNAMIC INTERACTION OF INTELLIGENCE AND POLICY 
THAT IS THE LEAST WELL UNDERSTOOD AND IT IS THIS AREA 
THAT I WILL FOCUS ON TONIGHT. 

THE DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE, THE DCI, SERVES BOTH 
AS DIRECTOR OF CIA AND HEAD OF THE UNITED STATES INTELLIGENCE 
COMMUNITY, WHICH ENCOMPASSES CIA; THE DEFENSE INTELLIGENCE 

agency; the national Security agency; the intelligence 

COMPONENTS OF THE DEPARTMENTS OF STATE, TREASURY, ENERGY, AND 
THE FOUR MILITARY SERVICES; AND THE FBI. OF THESE, ONLY CIA IS 
COMPLETELY INDEPENDENT OF ANY POLICY DEPARTMENT OR AGENCY AND 
ACCEPTS REQUESTS FOR INTELLIGENCE SUPPORT FROM THROUGHOUT THE 
EXECUTIVE branch, it is the dci and CIA that servers the 
PRINCIPAL CONDUITS OF INTELLIGENCE TO THE PRESIDENT AND 
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCH. PRINCIPALS? 

WHAT THEN. DOES CIA DO? BECAUSE OF THE MEDIA'S FOCUS ON 
COVERT ACTION, I WOULD LIKE TO SAY FIRST OF ALL THAT OVER 95 
PERCENT OF THE NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE BUDGET IS DEVOTED TO THE 
COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS OF INFORMATION. ABOUT THREE PERCENT OF 
CIA'S PEOPLE ARE INVOLVED IN COVERT ACTION. 



COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS 


NOW, IF WE ARE NOT SPENDING MOST OF OUR TIME AND MONEY 
ATTEMPTING TO OVERTHROW GOVERNMENTS, WHAT EXACTLY DOES CIA DO? 
AS JOHN RANEIAGH SAYS IN HIS HISTORY OF CIA, 'TO THE PRESENT 
THE CIA IS AN ECHO OF ITS FOUNDERS. ITS JOB IS NOT TO FIND 
ENEMIES BUT TO DEFINE THEM. ITS THEME IS THE SUBSTITUTION OF 
INTELLIGENCE FOR FORCE." CIA DEVOTES THE OVERWHELMING 
PREPONDERANCE OF ITS RESOURCES TO MONITORING AND REPORTING ON 
DAY TO DAY DEVELOPMENTS AROUND THE WORLD, AND DETERMINING AND 
RESPONDING TO POLICYMAKERS’ LONGER RANGE REQUIREMENTS FOR 
INFORMATION AND ANALYSIS. 

WHAT IS INTELLIGENCE INFORMATION AND HOW IS IT USED BY THE 
POLICYMAKER? OUR INFORMATION COMES FROM SATELLITES! 
NEWSPAPERS, PERIODICALS, RADIO, AND TELEVISION WORLDWIDE! 
DIPLOMATS AND MILITARY ATTACHES OVERSEAS! AND, OF COURSE, FROM 
SECRET AGENTS. THAT INFORMATION FLOWS TO WASHINGTON WHERE 
ANALYSTS, WITH BACKGROUNDS IN SCORES OF DISCIPLINES, SIFT 
THROUGH IT, EXAMINE IT, COLLATE IT, AND TRY TO MAKE SENSE OF 
THE BILLIONS OF BITS AND PIECES THAT COME TO US ON ISSUES AND 
DEVELOPMENTS WORLD-WIDE OF INTEREST TO THE UNITED STATES. WE 
THEN REPORT OUR FINDINGS TO POLICY OFFICIALS AND TO THE 
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WHAT CLEARLY DISTINGUISHES INFORMATION SUITABLE FOR 
INTELLIGENCE EXPLOITATION IS ITS RELEVANCE TO US POLICY AND US 
INTERESTS. IT IS THE COMPREHENSIVENESS OF OUR COLLECTION AND 
ANALYSIS, THEIR FOCUS ON THE NATIONAL SECURITY INTERESTS OF THE 
UNITED STATES, AND THE ADVANTAGE OF UNIQUE OR PRIOR KNOWLEDGE, 
THAT MAKE INTELLIGENCE VALUABLE TO THE POLICYMAKER. OFTEN, WE 
MAKE A CONTRIBUTION SIMPLY THROUGH OUR ABILITY TO ORGANIZE THE 
FACTS IN A CLEAR AND CONCISE WAY, BY PROVIDING THE SAME FACTS 
TO DIFFERENT ORGANIZATIONS, AND BY IDENTIFYING THE IMPORTANT 
QUESTIONS — AND BY TRYING TO ANSWER THEM. 

THIS INFORMATION FINDS ITS WAY TO THE POLICYMAKER IN 
SEVERAL WAYS! 

— FIRST, INTELLIGENCE ON DAY TO DAY EVENTS AND 

DEVELOPMENTS AROUND THE WORLD IS PROVIDED TO SENIOR 
OFFICIALS DAILY OR EVEN SEVERAL TIMES A DAY. 

— SECOND, THE CIA CONTRIBUTES ANALYSIS TO POLICY PAPERS 
DESCRIBING BOTH EVENTS AT HAND AND POTENTIAL 
OPPORTUNITIES OR PROBLEMS FOR THE UNITED STATES. 

NEARLY ALL NSC AND SUB-CABINET MEETINGS BEGIN WITH AN 
INTELLIGENCE BRIEFING. 
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Third, national intelligence estimates can play an 

IMPORTANT ROLE IN THE MAKING OF POLICY. THESE 
ESTIMATES ARE THE MOST FORMAL EXPRESSION OF THE 
INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY'S VIEWS. ALL OF THE 
INTELLIGENCE AGENCIES OF THE GOVERNMENT BOTH CONTRIBUTE 
TO AND COORDINATE ON WHAT IS SAID IN THESE ESTIMATES. 

FOURTH, POLICYMAKERS RECEIVE SPECIALIZED ASSESSMENTS BY 
INDIVIDUAL AGENCIES. CIA'S ASSESSMENTS OR RESEARCH 
PROGRAM IS THE PRODUCT OF THE LARGEST INTELLIGENCE 
COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS ORGANIZATION IN THE WORLD. THE 
RANGE OF ISSUES IS BREATHTAKING — FROM STRATEGIC 
WEAPONS TO FOOD SUPPLIES; EPIDEMIOLOGY TO SPACE! WATER 
AND CLIMATE TO THIRD WORLD POLITICAL INSTABILITY; 
MINERAL AND ENERGY RESOURCES TO INTERNATIONAL FINANCE; 
SOVIET LASER WEAPONS TO REMOTE TRIBAL DEMOGRAPHICS? 
CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS PROLIFERATION TO 
COMMODITY SUPPLIES! AND MANY, MANY MORE. 



CIA-POLICY RELATIONSHIPS 


SO FAR* SO GOOD. WHAT I HAVE JUST REVIEWED IS A TEXTBOOK 
DESCRIPTION OF THE ROLE OF INTELLIGENCE. IT IS NEAT. 
UNAMBIGUOUS, CLINICAL, NON-CONTROVERS I AL , EVEN COMMENDABLE — 
AND HIGHLY MISLEADING. WHAT ABOUT USERS WHO LOOK NOT FOR DATA 
OR UNDERSTANDING, BUT FOR SUPPORT FOR DECISIONS ALREADY MADE; 

OR THOSE WHO SELECTIVELY USE OR MISSTATE INTELLIGENCE TO 
INFLUENCE PUBLIC DEBATE OVER POLICY', OR USERS WHO LABEL 
INTELLIGENCE THEY DISLIKE AS TOO SOFT, TOO HARD OR COOKED; OR 
INTELLIGENCE OFFICERS WIT* THEIR OWN AGENDAS OR BIASES! OR THE 
IMPLICATIONS FOR INTELLIGENCE AND POLICY OF A CIA DIRECTOR HELD 
AT TOO GREAT A DISTANCE FROM THE PRESIDENT OR ONE WHO IS HEtD 
TOO CLOSE; OR THE FRUSTRATIONS OF CONSTANTLY CHANGING 
EVALUATIONS. OR ANALYSIS THAT IS JUST PLAIN WRONG! OR THE USE 
OF INTELLIGENCE AS A POLITICAL FOOTBALL BETWEEN GOVERNMENT 
DEPARTMENTS OR BETWEEN THE EXECUTIVE AND LEGISLATIVE BRANCHES? 
THE ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIOR OF OFFICIALS IN CIA AND POLICY 
AGENCIES THAT LIE BEHIND THESE AND MANY SIMILAR ISSUES AND THE 
INTERACTION AMONG THEM COMPRISE THE DYNAMIC OF THE RELATIONSHIP 
— WHAT PROFESSOR YE^OSHAFAT HARKABI OF HEBREW UNIVERSITY OF 
JERUSALEM DESCRIBES AS “THE INTELLIGENCE-POLICYMAKER TANGLE.” 



IN 1949, SHERMAN KENT, IN HIS BOOK £ 

FOR AMERICAN WORLD POLICY, SAID "THERE IS NO PHASE OF THE 
INTELLIGENCE BUSINESS WHICH IS MORE IMPORTANT THAN THE PROPER 


RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN INTELLIGENCE ITSELF AND THE PEOPLE WHO USE 
ITS PRODUCT. ODDLY ENOUGH, THIS RELATIONSHIP, WHICH ONE WOULD 
EXPECT TO ESTABLISH ITSELF AUTOMATICALLY, DOES NOT DO THIS." 


THE FACT IS THAT. OVER THE YEARS, THE POLICYMAKER AND THE 
INTELLIGENCE OFFICER HAVE CONSISTENTLY — AND WITH 
FRIGHTENINGLY FEW EXCEPTIONS — COME TOGETHER HUGELY IGNORANT 
OF THE REALITIES AND COMPLEXITIES OF EACH OTHER’S WORLD ~ 
PROCESS, TECHNIQUE, FORM AND CULTURE. CIA OFFICERS CAN TELL 
YOU IN EXCRUCIATING DETAIL HOW FOREIGN POLICY IS MADE IN EVERY 
COUNTRY IN THE WORLD SAVE ONE — THE UNITED STATES. BY THE 
SAME TOKEN. AS SUGGESTED BY PROFESSOR HARKABI, THE UNHAPPINESS 
OF INTELLIGENCE PEOPLE SWELLS "WHEN THEY COMPARE THE 
SOPHISTICATION AND ADVANCED METHODS EMPLOYED IN COLLECTION OF 
THE INFORMATION AND THE PRODUCTION OF INTELLIGENCE AGAINST THE 
CAVALIER FASHION OR IMPROVISATION WITH WHICH POLICY DECISIONS 
ARE MANY A TIME REACHED." 

BOOKSHELVES GROAN UNDER THE LITERATURE OF PROPOSED RULES OF 
ENGAGEMENT WHEN THESE TWO WORLDS COLLIDE. IN 1956, FOR 
EXAMPLE. ROGER HILSMAN WROTE THAT INTELLIGENCE PRODUCERS MUST 
"ORIENT THEMSELVES FRANKLY AND CONSCIOUSLY TOWARD POLICY AND 
ACTION ... ADAPTING TOOLS EXPRESSLY TO THE NEEDS OF POLICY." 
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OTHERS, AS DESCRIBED IN ONE INTELLIGENCE MONOGRAPH, ARGUED THAT 
'THE INTELLIGENCE PRODUCER SHOULD INITIATE NO DIRECT 
INTERACTION WITH HIS CONSUMERS, BUT RATHER SHOULD RESPOND TO 
REQUESTS FOR DATA AND ANALYSIS.' 

SHERMAN KENT OF YALE AND THEN OF CIA WAS PERHAPS THE FIRST 
OF THE EARLY INTELLIGENCE COMMENTATORS TO SEE THE NEED FOR A 
DIFFERENT, MORE DIRECT AND INTENSIVE INTERACTION BETWEEN 
POLICYMAKER AND INTELLIGENCE OFFICER. WARNING THAT PROTECTING 
THE OBJECTIVITY OF THE INTELLIGENCE ANALYST COULD BE LIKENED TO 
PILING ARMOR ON A MEDIEVAL KNIGHT UNTIL HE WAS ABSOLUTELY SAFE 
BUT COMPLETELY USELESS, KENT CONCLUDED THAT THE GREATER DANGER 
TO AN EFFECTIVE ROLE WAS IN BEING TOO DISTANT. EVEN SO, HE 
FORESAW A TROUBLED RELATIONSHIP — THAT INTELLIGENCE OFFICERS’ 
SKEPTICISM OF POLICYMAKERS’ OBJECTIVITY — AND THE LATTER’S 
CONSEQUENT RESENTMENT — - WOULD STULTIFY A FREE GIVE AND TAKE 
BETWEEN THEM! THAT POLICYMAKERS WOULD SEE THE VERY FACT OF CIA 
ASSESSMENTS AS AN INSULT TO THEIR OWN INTELLECTUAL 
CAPABILITIES; THAT SECURITY CONCERNS BY EACH PARTY WOULD 
ENCOURAGE WARINESS AND RETICENCE. AND, IN TRUTH, THESE AND 
OTHER DIFFICULTIES STILL LARGELY SHAPE CIA’S ROLE IN FOREIGN 
POLICY PROCESS. 

LET HE ELABORATE ON THESE DIFFICULTIES — ON THE REALITY OF 
A ROUGH AND TUMBLE WORLD — BASED ON PERSONAL EXPERIENCE IN 
BOTH WORLDS AT DIFFERENT TIMES UNDER FIVE PRESIDENTS. 
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THE INSTITUTIONAL AUTONOMY OF THE AMERICAN INTELLIGENCE 


SERVICE — OF CIA — IS UNIQUE IN THE WORLD. WHILE THIS 
CONFERS CERTAIN ADVANTAGES, ABOVE ALL INDEPENDENCE, SUCH 
AUTONOMY ALSO IMBUES THE CIA-POLICY COMMUNITY RELATIONSHIP WITH 
A SIGNIFICANT ADVERSARIAL AS WELL AS SUPPORTIVE CONTENT. AND, 
THE POLICYMAKER HAS A LONG LIST OF GRIEVANCES, MANY LEGITIMATE, 
SOME NOT. 

— POLICYMAKERS LEGITIMATELY WANT INTELLIGENCE INFORMATION 
THAT WILL INFORM AND GUIDE THEIR TACTICAL DAY TO DAY 
DECISIONMAKING. IN SOME AREAS, WE CAN AND DO MEET 
THEIR NEEDS. FOR EXAMPLE, IN 1980, THANKS TO A VERY 
BRAVE MAN, WE WERE ABLE TO PROVIDE POLICYMAKERS WITH 
KNOWLEDGE OF THE STEP BY STEP PREPARATIONS FOR THE 
IMPOSITION OF MARTIAL LAW IN POLAND. IN EARLY 1986, WE 
WERE ABLE TO DOCUMENT IN EXTRAORDINARY DETAIL ELECTORAL 
CHEATING IN THE PHILIPPINES. THERE ARE EVEN SOME AREAS 
WHERE OUR INTELLIGENCE IS SO GOOD THAT IT REDUCES 
POLICYMAKERS FLEXIBILITY AND ROOM FOR MANEUVER. YET, I 
WOULD HAVE TO ACKNOWLEDGE THAT THERE ARE COUNTRIES AND 
ISSUES IMPORTANT TO THE UNITED STATES WHERE SUCH 
TACTICAL INTELLIGENCE — MOST OFTEN POLITICAL 
INTELLIGENCE — IS SORELY DEFICIENT AND POLICYMAKER 
COMPLAINTS ARE JUSTIFIED. OUR CAPABILITIES ARE MUCH 
IMPROVED IN RECENT YEARS, BUT STILL UNEVEN. AND NO 
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HATTER HOW GOOD WE ARE, THERE WILL STILL BE SURPRISES 
OR GAPS. 


IT WILL NOT SURPRISE YOU THAT VERY FEW POLICYMAKERS 
WELCOME CIA INFORMATION WHICH DIRECTLY OR BY INFERENCE 
CHALLENGES THE SUCCESS OR ADEQUACY OF THEIR POLICIES OR 
THE ACCURACY OF THEIR PRONOUNCEMENTS. INDEED, DURING 
THE VIETNAM WAR, A CONSTANT REFRAIN FROM POLICYMAKERS 
WAS, "AREN'T YOU GUYS ON THE TEAM?" YET, I CONCEDE 
THAT ON MORE THAN A FEW OCCASIONS, POLICYMAKERS HAVE 
ANALYZED OR FORECAST DEVELOPMENTS BETTER THAN WE. AND, 
TRUTH BE KNOWN, ANALYSTS HAVE SOMETIMES GONE OVERBOARD 
TO PROVE A POLICYMAKER WRONG. WHEN SECRETARY OF STATE 
HAIG ASSERTED THAT THE SOVIETS WERE BEHIND 
INTERNATIONAL TERRORISM, ANALYSTS INITIALLY SET OUT NOT 
TO ADDRESS THE ISSUE IN ALL ITS ASPECTS BUT RATHER TO 
PROVE THE SECRETARY WRONG — TO PROVE SIMPLY THAT THE 
SOVIETS DO NOT ORCHESTRATE ALL INTERNATIONAL 
TERRORISM. BUT IN SO DOING, THEY WENT TOO FAR 
THEMSELVES AND FAILED IN EARLY DRAFTS TO DESCRIBE 
EXTENSIVE AND WELL-DOCUMENTED INDIRECT SOVIET SUPPORT 
FOR TERRORIST GROUPS AND THEIR SPONSORS. FAR FROM 
KOW-TOWING TO THE POLICYMAKER, THERE IS SOMETIMES A 
STRONG IMPULSE ON THE PART OF INTELLIGENCE OFFICERS TO 
SHOW THAT A POLICY OR DECISION IS MISGUIDED OR WRONG, 

TO POKE AN ANALYTICAL FINGER IN THE POLICY EYE. 
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POLICYMAKERS KNOW THIS AND UNDERSTANDABLY RESENT IT. 

TO PROTECT THE INDEPENDENCE OF THE ANALYST WHILE 
KEEPING SUCH IMPULSES IN CHECK IS ONE OF THE TOUGHEST 
JOBS OF INTELLIGENCE MANAGERS. 

IN THIS CONNECTION. THE POLICYMAKER SOMETIMES HAS THE 
SENSE THAT CIA IS ATTEMPTING, AT LEAST BY INFERENCE, TO 
"GRADE” HIS PERFORMANCE. FURTHER, THE POLICYMAKER IS 
OFTEN SUSPICIOUS THAT WHEN CIA’S ANALYSIS SUGGESTS 
POLICY IS FAILING OR IN DIFFICULTY, THESE CONCLUSIONS 
ARE. WITH MALICE. WIDELY CIRCULATED BY THE AGENCY FOR 
USE AS AMMUNITION BY CRITICS OF THE POLICY INSIDE THE 
EXECUTIVE BRANCH, WITH CONGRESS OR WITH THE PUBLIC. 

OFTEN POLICYMAKERS. FACING A SITUATION OF EXTREME 
DELICACY WITH ANOTHER COUNTRY, ESPECIALLY WHERE- US LAW 
OR POLITICAL SENSITIVITIES MAY BE INVOLVED, WILL 
CAUTION US AS WE WRITE OR BRIEF: "NOW, YOU HAVE TO BE 

CAREFUL WHAT YOU SAY ABOUT THIS — LET’S WORK IT OUT 
TOGETHER BEFOREHAND." AND, WHILE PROTECTING OUR 
INDEPENDENCE, WE DO TRY TO BE CAREFUL AND WE DO TRY TO 
TAKE THEIR CONCERNS INTO ACCOUNT — BUT THAT IS LITTLE 
SOLACE TO A POLICYMAKER WHO IS AT THE POLITICAL MERCY 
OF ANY CIA BRIEFER WH6 GOES TO CAPITOL HILL. 
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MANY POLICYMAKERS BELIEVE CIA ALLOWS ITS BIASES TO 
DOMINATE ITS REPORTING. WHO WOULD DISAGREE THAT CIA 
OFFICERS HAVE VIEWS AND BIASES, AND THAT THEY TRY TO 
PROMOTE THEM? BUT, CIA IS NOT MONOLITHIC; THERE IS. A 
WIDE RANGE OF VIEWS INSIDE ON VIRTUALLY EVERY ISSUE. 
INDEED. THE INTERNAL DEBATES ARE FIERCE AND SOMETIMES 
BRUTAL — AFTER ALL, THE STAKES ARE VERY HIGH. IT IS 
NOT A PLACE FOR THE FAINT-HEARTED. WE HAVE ELABORATE 
PROCEDURES FOR REVIEWING ASSESSMENTS TO TRY TO FILTER 
OUT INDIVIDUAL BIAS AND MAKE OUR REPORTING AS OBJECTIVE 
AS POSSIBLE. AND WHEN WE SEND OUT A PROVOCATIVE 
ANALYSIS BY AN INDIVIDUAL WE TRY ALWAYS TO IDENTIFY IT 
AS A PERSONAL VIEW. 

BEYOND THIS, IS THERE AN INSTITUTIONAL BIAS THAT 
AFFECTS OUR WORK? PROBABLY, IN SOME AREAS, IN THE 
BROADEST SENSE. AND PERHAPS BASED ON EXPERIENCE. AS AN 
INSTITUTION. WE ARE PROBABLY MORE SKEPTICAL OF SOVIET 
INTENTIONS THAN MOST; MORE CYNICAL ABOUT THE PUBLIC 
POSTURE OF OTHER GOVERNMENTS WHEN CONTRASTED TO THEIR 
ACTIONS, OVERT AND COVERT; MORE DOUBTFUL ABOUT THE EASE 
AND SPEED WITH WHICH THE UNITED STATES CAN USUALLY 
AFFECT DEVELOPMENTS OVERSEAS; AND, FAIRLY CONSISTENTLY, 
WE WILL TEND TO SEE PERILS AND DIFFICULTY WHERE OTHERS 
DO NOT. 
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Suspicions that CIA's assessments are biased in 

AREAS WHERE CIA IS INVOLVED IN COVERT ACTION FAIL TO 
TAKE INTO ACCOUNT OUR REALIZATION THAT OUR WORK IN SUCH 
AREAS IS SCRUTINIZED WITH SPECIAL CARE BY OTHERS 
(ESPECIALLY THE CONGRESS) FOR SIGNS OF BIAS. THE 
ORGANIZATIONAL INDEPENDENCE OF ANALYSIS FROM OPERATIONS 
IS BUTTRESSED BY* INTERNAL AGENCY RIVALRIES. 

POLICYMAKERS' IMPATIENCE WITH INTELLIGENCE — WITH CIA 
— IS INTENSIFIED BY THE FACT THAT WE ARE SOMETIMES 
WRONG IN OUR ANALYSIS AND FORECASTS, AND WE OFTEN 
CHANGE OUR ASSESSMENTS BASED ON NEW ANALYSIS OR NEW 
INFORMATION. WE DO NOT ACKNOWLEDGE ERROR GRACEFULLY, 
AND OFTEN DO NOT FOREWARN POLICYMAKERS OF REVISED VIEWS 
BEFORE THE INFORMATION HITS THE STREET. A POLICYMAKER 
WHO HAS MADE DECISIONS BASED ON ONE ASSESSMENT ONLY TO 
SEE IT CHANGE OR TO FIND THAT IT WAS WRONG WILL NOT 
THINK FONDLY OF US OR SOON WISH AGAIN TO PROCEED ON OUR 
ASSURANCES OR ASSESSMENTS. 

AS I SUGGESTED EARLIER, A SPECIAL CRITICISM BY 
POLICYMAKERS IS THAT CIA IS TOO FREQUENTLY A VOICE OF 
GLOOM AND DOOM. FOR POLICYMAKERS WHO MUST TRY TO *IND 
SOLUTIONS FOR INTRACTABLE PROBLEMS OR A WAY OUT OF A 
NO-WIN SITUATION, OUR FOREBODINGS AND POINTING OUT OF 
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PERILS AND DANGERS ARE OF LITTLE HELP AND ARE HIGHLY 
AGGRAVATING. 

— CIA'S RELATIONSHIP WITH CONGRESS ALSO IS A SPECIAL 
PROBLEM FOR POLICYMAKERS FOR SEVERAL REASONS. AND IT 
PROFOUNDLY INFLUENCES OUR ROLE. VIRTUALLY ALL CIA 
ASSESSMENTS GO TO THE TWO CONGRESSIONAL INTELLIGENCE 
COMMITTEES. MOST GO ALSO TO THE ARMED SERVICES. 

FOREIGN RELATIONS, AND APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEES. IN 
1986, CIA SENT SOME 5000 INTELLIGENCE REPORTS TO 
CONGRESS AND GAVE MANY HUNDREDS OF BRIEFINGS. ALL THIS 
IS NEW IN THE LAST DECADE OR SO. AS A RESULT. AND 
THANKS TO THEIR STAFFS, MANY SENATORS AND 
REPRESENTATIVES ARE OFTEN BETTER INFORMED ABOUT CIA'S 
INFORMATION AND ASSESSMENTS ON A GIVEN SUBJECT THAN THE 
POLICYMAKER. AND THAT INTELLIGENCE IS OFTEN USED TO 
CRITICIZE AND CHALLENGE POLICY, TO SET ONE EXECUTIVE 
AGENCY AGAINST ANOTHER, AND TO EXPOSE DISAGREEMENTS 
WITHIN AN ADMINISTRATION. 

MOST SPECIALISTS WRITING ABOUT THE CHANGED BALANCE 
OF POWER IN RECENT YEARS BETWEEN THE EXECUTIVE AND 
CONGRESS ON NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY. CITE WATERGATE 
AND VIETNAM AS PRIMARY CAUSES. I BELIEVE THERE WAS A 
THIRD PRINCIPAL FACTOR — WHEN CONGRESS OBTAINED ACCESS 
TO INTELLIGENCE INFORMATION IN THE MID-1970S 
ESSENTIALLY EQUAL TO THAT OF THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH. 
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0 IMAGINE THE REACTION OF THE FORD ADMINISTRATION 
IN THE MID-70S WHEN THEY WENT TO CONGRESS TO 
GET ADDITIONAL MONEY FOR CAMBODIA ONLY TO BE 
CONFRONTED BY THE LEGISLATORS WITH A NEW 
INTELLIGENCE ASSESSMENT THAT THE SITUATION WAS 
HOPELESS. 

0 IMAGINE PRESIDENT CARTER SEEKING A US TROOP CUT 
IN SOUTH KOREA ONLY TO FIND CONGRESS AWARE OF A 
NEW INTELLIGENCE ESTIMATE THAT CONCLUDED THE 
NUMBER OF NORTH KOREAN DIVISIONS HAD GROWN. 

0 IMAGINE THE REACTION OF A SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
SEEKING FUNDS FOR A NEW WEAPON ONLY TO BE TOLD 
ON -THE HILL OF INTELLIGENCE THAT THE SOVIETS 
COULD NEUTRALIZE THE WEAPON. 

THIS SITUATION ADDS EXTRAORDINARY STRESS TO THE 
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CIA AND POLICY AGENCIES. 
POLICYMAKER SUSPICION OF CIA USING INTELLIGENCE TO 
SABOTAGE SELECTED ADMINISTRATION POLICIES IS OFTEN NOT 
FAR BELOW THE SURFACE. AND NOT A FEW MEMBERS OF 
CONGRESS ARE WILLING TO EXPLOIT THIS SITUATION BY THEIff 
OWN SELECTIVE USE OF INTELLIGENCE THAT SUPPORTS THEIR 
VIEWS. THE END RESULT IS TO STRENGTHEN THE 
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CONGRESSIONAL HAND IN POLICY DEBATES AND TO HEIGHTEN 
GREATLY THE TENSIONS BETWEEN CIA AND THE REST OF THE 

Executive branch. 

THE OVERSIGHT PROCESS HAS ALSO GIVEN CONGRESS — 
ESPECIALLY THE TWO INTELLIGENCE COMMITTEES — FAR 
GREATER KNOWLEDGE OF AND INFLUENCE OVER THE WAY CIA AND 
OTHER INTELLIGENCE AGENCIES SPEND THEIR MONEY THAN 
ANYONE IN THE EXECUTIVE WOULD DREAM OF EXERCISING! 

FROM EXPENDITURES IN THE BILLIONS TO LINE ITEMS IN THE 
THOUSANDS. CONGRESS HAS BEEN IMMENSELY SUPPORTIVE AND 
STEADFAST IN PROVIDING THE RESOURCES OVER THE PAST TEN 
YEARS TO REBUILD AMERICAN INTELLIGENCE. BUT I SUSPECT 
IT CAUSES POLICYMAKERS CONSIDERABLE HEARTBURN TO KNOW 
THAT CONGRESS MAY ACTUALLY HAVE MORE INFLUENCE TODAY 
OVER OUR PRIORITIES AND HOW WE SPEND OUR MONEY THAN THE 
EXECUTIVE BRANCH. 

THE RESULT OF THESE REALITIES IS THAT CIA TODAY IS 
IN A REMARKABLE POSITION. POISED NEARLY EQUIDISTANT 
BETWEEN THE EXECUTIVE AND LEGISLATIVE BRANCHES — THE 
FORMER KNOWS THAT CIA IS IN NO POSITION TO WITHHOLD 
MUCH FROM CONGRESS AND IS EXTREMELY. SENSITIVE TO IT. 

THE CONGRESS HAS ENORMOUS INFLUENCE AND "INFORMATION YET 
REMAINS SUSPICIOUS AND MISTRUSTFUL. THIS MAY BE OR MAY 
NOT BE HISTORICALLY CHARACTERISTIC OF OTHER EXECUTIVE 
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DEPARTMENTS* RELATIONSHIPS WITH CONGRESS. ALTHOUGH I 
SUSPECT NOT. REGARDLESS, SUCH A CENTRAL LEGISLATIVE 
ROLE WITH RESPECT TO AN INTELLIGENCE SERVICE IS UNIQUE 
IN OUR HISTORY AND IN THE WORLD. AND OUR POLICYMAKERS 
KNOW IT. . 

NOW, LET ME TURN TO CIA'S ROLE AND RELATIONSHIP WITH THE 
POLICYMAKER AS SEEN FROM OUR VANTAGE POINT. 

— LET ME SAY AT THE OUTSET THAT IN EVERY ADMINISTRATION 
DURING WHICH I HAVE SERVED THERE HAVE BEEN A NUMBER OF 
SENIOR POLICYMAKERS (ASSISTANT SECRETARY AND ABOVE) WHO 
WERE AVID USERS AND READERS OF INTELLIGENCE AND WHO 
AGGRESSIVELY SOUGHT CIA ANALYSIS AND VIEWS. THEY 
DEDICATED CONSIDERABLE TIME TO TALKING ABOUT 
SUBSTANTIVE AND POLICY PROBLEMS WITH US. WE HAVE HAD 
UNPRECEDENTED ACCESS IN THIS ADMINISTRATION FROM THE 
PRESIDENT ON DOWN, ESPECIALLY FOR ANALYSIS. AND DAILY 
CONTACT WITH THE MOST SENIOR OFFICIALS OF THE 
GOVERNMENT. INCLUDING THE VICE PRESIDENT AND THE 
SECRETARIES OF STATE AND DEFENSE. THEY HAVE OFTEN 
DIRECTLY TASKED US AND OFFERED REACTIONS TO THE 
INTELLIGENCE THEY READ — AND THEY HAVE READ A GREAT 
DEAL. THIS IS TRUE ALSO OF THEIR SENIOR SUBORDINATES. 
WITH WHOM WE ARE IN CONSTANT CONTACT. THIS HAS 
CONTRIBUTED ENORMOUSLY TO IMPROVING THE RELEVANCE, 
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TIMING, AND SUBSTANCE OF OUR ANALYSIS AND OTHER 
SUPPORT. IT IS A DYNAMIC, HEALTHY RELATIONSHIP, EVEN 
THOUGH IT IS FOCUSED PRIMARILY ON CURRENT ISSUES. 

THIS PREOCCUPATION WITH CURRENT REPORTING IS. FROM OUR 
PERSPECTIVE, A MAJOR PROBLEM. IF, AS I HAVE BEEN TOLD, 
THE AVERAGE TENURE OF AN ASSISTANT SECRETARY IN 
GOVERNMENT IS 21 MONTHS, A SHORT TERM FOCUS IS 
UNDERSTANDABLE BUT LAMENTABLE, AND, ULTIMATELY, VERY 
COSTLY TO OUR COUNTRY. ONE OF OUR GREATEST CONCERNS 
OVER THE YEARS HAS BEEN THE UNWILLINGNESS OR INABILITY 
OF MOST POLICYMAKERS TO SPEND MUCH TIME ON LONGER RANGE 
ISSUES -- LOOKING AHEAD SEVERAL STEPS — OR IN HELPING 
TO GUIDE OR DIRECT OUR EFFORTS. FOR MANY YEARS WE HAVE 
STRUGGLED, LARGELY IN VAIN. TO GET POLICY OFFICIALS TO 
DEVOTE TIME TO NON-CRISIS RELATED INTELLIGENCE ISSUES. 
FOR EXAMPLE, WE WORK HARD TO DETERMINE THEIR 
REQUIREMENTS — WHAT ARE THEIR PRIORITIES, WHAT ISSUES 
OR PROBLEMS SHOULD WE ADDRESS, HOW CAN WE HELP? ONE 
REASON CONGRESS HAS ASSUMED A LARGER ROLE IN THESE 
AREAS. IN MY VIEW, IS BECAUSE POLICYMAKERS IN 
SUCCESSIVE ADMINISTRATIONS. HAVE LARGELY ABDICATED THEIR 
RESPONSIBILITIES. FOR MANY YEARS. TRYING TO GET SENIOR 
POLICY PRINCIPALS TO MEETINGS TO DISCUSS LONGER RANGE 
INTELLIGENCE REQUIREMENTS HAS BEEN AN EXERCISE IN 
FRUSTRATION. BEYOND THE LACK OF HELP ON REQUIREMENTS, 
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WE GET LITTLE FEEDBACK ON OUR LONGER RANGE WORK TO HELP 
US BE MORE RESPONSIVE. WE HAVE BEEN MORE AGGRESSIVE IN 
RECENT YEARS IN TRYING TO ENGAGE POLICYMAKERS ON THESE 
MATTERS, AND KEY FIGURES IN THIS ADMINISTRATION HAVE 
SHOWN SOME INTEREST IN SELECTED LONG RANGE PROBLEMS, 

BUT SUCH INTEREST REMAINS EXCEEDINGLY, DANGEROUSLY RARE. 

IN PART BECAUSE OF INSUFFICIENT TIME SPENT ON 
INTELLIGENCE. TOO MANY POLICYMAKERS EARLY ON HAVE 
UNREALISTIC EXPECTATIONS ABOUT WHAT WE CAN DO THAT, 

WHEN DISAPPOINTED, TURN TO SKEPTICISM WHETHER WE CAN DO 
ANYTHING. 

IT HAS BEEN MY EXPERIENCE OVER THE YEARS THAT THE 
POLICYMAKERS' RESPONSE TO INTELLIGENCE THEY DISAGREE 
WITH OR FIND UNPALATABLE MOST OFTEN IS TO IGNORE ITJ 
SOMETIMES. THEY WILL CHARACTERIZE IT AS INCOMPLETE, TOO 
NARROWLY FOCUSED OR AS INCOMPETENT (AND THEY ARE 
SOMETIMES RIGHT); AND OCCASIONALLY THEY WILL CHARGE 
THAT IT IS "COOKED" OR THAT IT REFLECTS A CIA BIAS. IN 
21 YEARS IN INTELLIGENCE, I HAVE NEVER HEARD A 
POLICYMAKER (OR ANYONE ELSE FOR THAT MATTER) 
CHARACTERIZE AS BIASED OR COOKED A CIA ASSESSMENT WITH 
WHICH HE AGREED? ON VIETNAM, VARIOUS ASPECTS OF SOVIET 
POLICY AND BEHAVIOR, ANGOLA, LEBANON, THE EFFECTIVENESS 
OF EMBARGOES OR SANCTIONS, AND OTHER ISSUES OVER THE 
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YEARS, OUR ANALYSTS HAVE DRAWN CONCLUSIONS THAT DASH 
COLD WATER ON THE HOPES AND EFFORTS OF THE 
POLICYMAKERS. SOMETIMES WE HAVE BEEN WRONG, BUT ON 
PROBLEMS LARGE AND SMALL WE HAVE NOT FLINCHED FROM 
PRESENTING OUR HONEST VIEW. 

There is no charge to which we in cia are more 

SENSITIVE THAN THAT OF "COOKING" INTELLIGENCE — OF 
SLANTING OUR REPORTING TO SUPPORT POLICY. EVERY 
DIRECTOR SINCE I JOINED CIA HAS BEEN ACCUSED OF THIS AT 
ONE TIME OR ANOTHER, I BELIEVE IN VIRTUALLY ALL 
INSTANCES UNFAIRLY. FIRST, ONE MUST UNDERSTAND THE 
DISTINCTION BETWEEN PERSONAL AND INSTITUTIONAL VIEWS. 
NATIONAL ESTIMATES ARE REVIEWED AND COORDINATED BY A 
DOZEN AGENCIES! CIA ASSESSMENTS ARE WIDELY REVIEWED 
INSIDE THE AGENCY BUT ALMOST NEVER EVEN SEEN BY THE 
DIRECTOR BEFORE BEING PUBLISHED AND CIRCULATED. AS 
NOTED EARLIER, ALL GO TO SEVERAL COMMITTEES OF THE 
CONGRESS. WHERE THEY ARE SCRUTINIZED. 

THESE FORMAL ASSESSMENTS MUST BE DISTINGUISHED FROM 
PERSONAL VIEWS EXPRESSED BY INDIVIDUALS AT ALL LEVELS 
OF THE AGENCY, FROM ANALYST TO SENIOR OPERATIONS 
OFFICER TO DIRECTOR. MORE THAN ONCE, DCI CASEY (AND 
PROBABLY HIS PREDECESSORS) APPROVED AN ESTIMATE WITH 
WHICH HE DISAGREED PERSONALLY, AND SEPARATELY CONVEYED 
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HIS PERSONAL VIEW TO POLICYMAKERS. LEST THIS RAISE 
EYEBROWS, I REMIND YOU THAT IN 1962 DCI MCCONE 
DISAGREED WITH THE ENTIRE INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY ON 
WHETHER THE SOVIETS MIGHT INSTALL MISSILES IN CUBA. HE 
TOLD PRESIDENT KENNEDY THEY WOULD, AND HE ALONE IN THE 
EXECUTIVE BRANCH WAS RIGHT. AND, I SHOULD ADD, I AM 
TOLD, THIS COST HIM HIS RELATIONSHIP WITH THE 
PRESIDENT. AS LONG AS ALL POINTS OF VIEW ARE FAIRLY 
REPRESENTED AND REPORTED, THE DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL 
INTELLIGENCE — THE PRESIDENT'S CHIEF INTELLIGENCE 
ADVISER — IS ENTITLED (EVEN OBLIGATED) TO HAVE AND TO 
PUT FORWARD HIS OWN VIEW. AS PROFESSOR HENRY ROWEN OF 
STANFORD UNIVERSITY RECENTLY WROTE IN THE NEW YORK 
TIMES, "... A CIA DIRECTOR IS NOT SUPPOSED TO BE AN 
INTELLECTUAL EUNUCH." 

POLICYMAKERS HAVE ALWAYS LIKED INTELLIGENCE THAT 
SUPPORTED WHAT THEY WANT TO DO, AND THEY OFTEN TRY TO 
INFLUENCE THE ANALYSIS TO COME TO CONCLUSIONS THEY 
WANT. THEY ASK CAREFULLY PHRASED QUESTIONS) THEY 
SOMETIMES WITHHOLD INFORMATION) THEY BROADEN OR NARROW 
THE ISSUE) ON RARE OCCASIONS, THEY EVEN TRY TO 
INTIMIDATE. THE PRESSURES CAN BE ENORMOUS. THIS IS 
WHERE THE INTEGRITY OF INTELLIGENCE OFFICER^, BOLSTERED 
BY A NATURAL TENDENCY TO RESIST PRESSURE AND AN OFTEN 
ADVERSARIAL BUREAUCRATIC RELATIONSHIP, COMES INTO PLAY 
TO PROTECT THE INDEPENDENCE OF THE ASSESSMENT. 
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BUT, OVERALL, YOU MUST UNDERSTAND THAT THE GIVE AND 
TAKE — THE DIALOGUE — BETWEEN POLICYMAKER AND 
INTELLIGENCE OFFICER ON ISSUES IS NORMAL, HEALTHY, AND 
USUALLY IMPROVES OUR ASSESSMENTS AND MAKES THEM MORE 
USEFUL TO THE POLICYMAKER — EVEN WHILE OBJECTIVITY IS 
PRESERVED. WE KNOW THEY ARE OFTEN TRYING TO INFLUENCE 
AN ASSESSMENT,- BUT THAT DOES NOT RENDER THEIR 
INFORMATION AND INSIGHTS IRRELEVANT OR OFF-LIMITS. 

A FINAL THOUGHT. TO ATTEMPT TO SLANT INTELLIGENCE 
NOT ONLY TRANGRESSES IHE DEEPEST ETHICAL AND CULTURAL 
PRINCIPLE OF CIA, WE ALL KNOW IT WOULD ALSO BE FOOLISH 
— IT WOULD PRESUPPOSE A SINGLE POINT OF VIEW IN AN 
ADMINISTRATION AND WOULD IGNORE THE REALITY OF 
CONGRESSIONAL READERSHIP. INDEED, IN MY OPINION, THE 
SHARING OF INTELLIGENCE WITH CONGRESS IS ONE OF THE 
SUREST GUARANTEES OF CIA'S INDEPENDENCE AND 
OBJECTIVITY. AS DIRECTOR WEBSTER HAS SAID, "WE INTEND 
TO 'TELL IT AS IT IS,' AVOIDING BIAS AS MUCH AS WE CAN, 
OR THE POLITICIZATION OF OUR PRODUCT. POLICYMAKERS MAY 
NOT LIKE THE MESSAGE THEY HEAR FROM US, ESPECIALLY IF 
THEY HAVE A DIFFERENT POINT OF VIEW. MY POSITION IS 
THAT IN THE PREPARATION OF INTELLIGENCE JUDGMENTS, 
PARTICULARLY IN NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE ESTIMATES, WE 
WILL PROVIDE THEM FOR THE USE OF POLICYMAKERS. THEY 
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CAN BE USED IN WHOLE OR IN PART. THEY CAN BE IGNORED, 
OR TORN UP, OR THROWN AWAY, BUT THEY MAY NOT BE 
CHANGED." 


CONf I US TON 

WHAT I HAVE DESCRIBED HERE IS THE REALITY OF CIA'S ROLE IN 
THE MAKING OF AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY. I HAVE TRIED TO GO 
BEYOND THE MECHANICS AND THE HEADLINES TO IDENTIFY THE 
STRESSES, TENSIONS, RIVALRIES, ENDURING COMPLAINTS AND 
RELATIONSHIPS — THE PULLING AND HAULING, DAY IN AND DAY OUT, 
REAL LIFE IF YOU WILL — THAT DETERMINE CIA'S ROLE AND ITS 
IMPACT. SOME OF OUR ANALYSES ARE BETTER THAN OTHERS! SOME 
INTELLIGENCE EXPERTS ARE BETTER THAN OTHERS! ESTIMATES 
SOMETIMES ALLEGED TO BE POLITICIZED OR BIASED WERE NOT THAT AT 
ALL — SOMETIMES THEY WERE JUST NOT VERY WELL DONE. BUT 
UNEVENNESS OF QUALITY SHOULD NOT BE CONFUSED WITH 
POLITICIZATION. 

CIA'S AUTONOMY IS UNIQUE IN OUR GOVERNMENT, ITS 
RELATIONSHIP WITH THE LEGISLATURE IS UNIQUE IN THE WORLD. OUR 
RELATIONSHIPS WITH OTHER ELEMENTS OF THE EXECUTIVE ARE A 
DYNAMIC BLEND OF SUPPORT AND RIVALRY, OF COOPERATION AND 
CONFLICT. OUR CHALLENGE IS TO MANAGE THOSE RELATIONSHIPS SO 
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THAT IT WAS A FAITHFUL INSTRUMENT OF THE MOST DECENT AND 
PERHAPS THE SIMPLEST OF THE GREAT POWERS, AND CERTAINLY THE ONE: 
THAT EVEN IN ITS DARKEST PASSAGES PRACTICED MOST CONSISTENTLY 
THE VIRTUE OF HOPE." 

The united States has the finest global intelligence 

SERVICE IN THE WORLD. FAITHFUL TO THE CONSTITUTION AND THE 
LAWS, IT HELPS TO SAFEGUARD OUR FREEDOM AGAINST OUR ADVERSARIES 
AND HELPS THE POLICYMAKER UNDERSTAND AND DEAL WITH THE OFTEN 
DANGEROUS WORLD AROUND US. CIA IS TRULY AMERICA'S FIRST LINE 
OF DEFENSE — ITS EYES AND EARS. AND OUR DEEPEST COMMITMENT. 

TO BORROW A PHRASE USED BY ERIC LARRABEE TO DESCRIBE- GEORGE 
MARSHALL, IS "TO SPEAK TRUTH TO POWER." 
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Jerusalem February 28, 1986 


Oear Hr. President, 

I was pleased to learn of the results of the 
meeting at Frankfurt. 

Implementation of decisions and commitments made 
there, along with progress made at the following meeting, can pave 
the way to an Important strategic breakthrough for both our countries. 

I can assure you that on our part we shall make every 
effort to facilitate a successful meeting. I have already Instructed my 
representative to prepare useful data and pass It on to his U.S. 
counterpart. Moreover, at the next meeting, he will be prepared to 
assist your delegation with whatever means are available to us as 
relevant to new Issues that arise. 

It Is my firm conviction that the fundamental change 
we both seek as to the direction of the country with which we are 
dealing, holds promise not only for our two countries but for many others 
In the region and In the free world. 

Concurrently, I trust that you are.aware of our own 
severe problem concerning our men, Israelis and Jews, held In jeopardy. 

Cognizant of the sensitivity and delicacy of the 
Frankfurt meeting, and In order not to Jeopardize Its outcome, we 
accepted that a discussion of our problem be postponed. 

Consequently, at the next meeting, once your 
expectations regarding your own men are met, we will be most interested 
In having the Issue of our men raised. 


n. 


President Ronald Reagan 
The White House 
Washington DC 
United States of America 
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Our representative will then be prepared to 
offer to your delegation concrete suggestions to facilitate 
solutions to our problem. 

Please be assured of nty sincere appreciation 
of the courageous and visionary manner In which you have guided 
efforts In this challenging matter. It Is both a pleasure and 
an honor to work Jointly with you and your Impressive team on 
this venture. 


Sincerely, 


Shimon Peres 
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IIAKIM: IN 1IIIF EVALUATION THEY WANTED TO MAKE SUnE THAT THE 

RELA1 IONSHIP Will NOT DEVELOP LIKE IT WOULD BETWEEN TWO 
MERCIIAHtS AND VI.V HAD TO START TRADING AND DEALING WITH 
EACH OTHER. they WANTED TO MAKE SURE THE RELATIONSHIP 
WOULD PE ESTABLISHED AT A LEVEL THAT YOUR OBJECTIVES AND 
COAL WOULD BE SOMETHING BEYOND AND HIGHER THAN TRADING. 


E OF GREATER VALUE 



CAVE: WELL. THE THIN! WE DID IN TEHRAN. THEY WANT US TO UNDERSTAND THAT 

THEY WANT THIS lO BE SOMETHING MORE THAN JUST. . . 

Partially Declassitiea/Retasea w AH Pgg 00 


T ?CRITJCISN?, IT I 
ARE NOI CRITICIZING. 


I OBSERVATION. 


NO. 

THEY SAY THA^TTEY UNDERSTAND THE EVOLUTION I'M PRIVILEGED t 

LIT1I.E HM,^^^BBECAU5E WE HAD A LITTLE BIT MORE TIME TO CHAT 
THAN WENT THROUGH THIS. THEY FULLY 

RECOGNIZE AND APPRECIATE VERY MUCH. THE EFFORTS OF ALL PEOPLE 
THAT NAVE DONE EVERYTHING THAT THEY HAVE D 



ACCOMODATE HIM. THEY GIVE A LOT OF VALUE TO THIS. BUT, 
HAS PEACHED A POINT THAT THAT RELATIONSHIP CANNOT BEAR 
FRUlf i 


3 TO EVOLVE TO THE NEXT STAGE. 

uMffl n oetncn 



ORTH: HE HAVE ALSO TAKEN STEPS TO IDENTIFY IN THE ARSENALS OR. IF YOU 

WILL. THE BUNKERS. ADDITIONAL TOWS TO BE MOVED VERY QUICKLY. 

AKIM: ((INTERPRETS)) 

ORTH, NOW THERE ARE REASONS FOR THAT. ALRIGHT? FIRST OF ALL, YOU HAVE THE 
TOWS ALREADY; YOU DON'T NEED A WHOLE BUNCH OF TRAINING ON THE TOWS. 

AND THEY CAN BE AIRLIFTED VERY QUICKLY. *** gfc 

*KIM: ( ( INTERPRETS) ) byK^rSltoWwSuncil 

3RTH: THERE IS ALSO A PHIUJSflBtLICAL REASON. OUR PRESIDENT HAS TOLD ME TO 

TELL YOU— AND I TOLqB^B-THAT WE ARE PREPARED TO HELP IRAN DEFEND 
ITSELF AND TO MAINTATN-lTS TERRITORIAL INTEGRITY. 

VKIM: ((INTERPRETS)) 


3RTH: THE ITEMS THAT WE HAVE IDENTIFIED CAN BE MOVED QUICKLY, AND ARE 

PRINCIPALLY DEFENSIVE IN NATURE. 

*KIM: ((INTERPRETS)) 


THEY ARE ALSO ITEMS THAT YOU ALREADY HAD. AND ARE NOT GOING TO 3E 
VISIBLY. BY THE SOVIETS. SUDDENLY DETECTABLE AS SOMETHING NEW AND 
DIFFERENT. 



noforn 
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AKIM: ((INTERPRETS)) 


ORTH' HE ONLY PUT ONE CONSTRAINT ON WHAT I DID. "YOU WILL NOT. " HE SAID TO 
!1E. "RECOMMEND ITEMS THAT WOULD ALLOW OS ENCOURAGE THE IRANIAN ARMY 
OR THE PASDAR an TO SEIZE BAGHDAD " 

AKIM: ((INTERPRETS)) 



AKIM: ((INTERPRETS)) ISN'T IT YOUR UNDERSTANDING FROM EVERYTHING THAT YOU 

— -HAVE SEEN- THAT BAGHDAD IS NOT- ONE -OF- THEIR OBJECTIVES?- 

ORTH. MY FRIEND, I UNDERSTAND THAT I ACTUALLY BELIEVE THAT BUT I ONE 
HELL OF A TIME CONVINCING PEOPLE LIKE CASPER WINEBERGER AND CEORGE 
SHULTZ 

AKIM ((INTERPRETS)) 

ORTH AND THAT'S AN IhPORTANT FACTOR HERE. 

AKIM ((INTERPRETS)) 



AKIM: ((INTERPRETS)) HE SAYS THAT YOU. . THEY DID NOT BELIEVE THAT THEY 

COULD SEIZE FAU. BUT THEY DID 

iORTH: THAT'S WHAT SCARED THE HELL OUT OF CASPER WEINBERGER AND GEORGE 

SHULTZ ((LAUGHS)) 

(AKIM: ((INTERPRETS)) 


( ( INTERPRETS) ) HE SAYS THEY ARE NOT COINC TO WAIT FOR SHULTZ AND 
WEINBERGER TO SEIZE BAGHDAD 


I UNDERSTAND THAT 
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FC» IT POL I T I C ALLY *UH^IN 'TSU'R'"C'GUNTp'y THE PRESIDENT UNDERSTANDS 

■THAT OKAY WE TOLQ^^HWHEN HE WAS IN OUR COUNTRY THAT WE * 7 J n 

UNDERSTOOD AND PECoWWED THE NEED FOR A PERCEPTIBLE VICTORY FOR ThE'O 
IRANIAN PEOPLE 


ha* in >( interprets forH^H*s follows >> you must believe that we 
understand that TWHJeed this offensive the president also 

UNDERSTANDS TrEY ARE SENSITIVE TO THE DESIRE FOR A VICTORY BY THE 
IRANIAN PEOPLE THESE ((FEW UCIRDS UNCLEAR I I HAVE BEEN SAID 
REPEATEDLY WHAT THESE GENTLEMEN ARE SAVINS IS NOT THAT YOU SHOULD 
NOT STAGE AN OFFENSIVE WHAT THEY APE SAYING IS ALONG THE LINES OF 
UHAT YOU SHOULD DO TO REACH your OBJECTIVE. ((FEW WORDS UNCLEAR) 
THERE ARE VARIOUS PATHS TO VICTORY THE COURSE WHICH SHOULD BE 
CHOSEN CAN be DISCERNED BETTER IF YOU ((FEW WORDS)) INFORMATION 


ORTH THE PRESIDENT HAS SAID. AND I SAID THIS TO YOU. . AND I FLEW UP TO 

CAMP DAVID TO TALK TO THE PPESIOSNT AND HE SAID. "I UNDERSTAND Why 
;)E SHOULD DO EVQ-VTHING POSSIBLE TO INSURE AN HONORABLE PEACE FOR 
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CHAPTER 10. THE DIVERSION 

THE DOCUMENTS CITED IN THESE FOOTNOTES ARE 
AVAILABLE FROM PUBLIC SOURCES. 
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CHAPTER 11. THE DISCLOSURE AND THE UNCOVERING 

THE DOCUMENTS CITED IN THESE FOOTNOTES ARE 
AVAILABLE FROM PUBLIC SOURCES. 
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CHAPTER 12. THE NSC'S ROLE IN INVESTIGATIONS 
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ALL WARNINGS, NOTATIONS AMD ITEMS OF INFORMATION CONTAINED 
IN THIS COMMUNICATION ARE CLASSIFIED ’SECRET' UNLESS OTHERWISE 


RE HFOTEL TO FBIHQ , DATED S/2C/SC, CAPTIONED ’RUPIJIj 
FCI-NUt OOlNFO*. 


NFO HAS REVIENED THE STATUS OF CAPTIONED INVESTIGATION 
AS NELL AS ANALIEED THE INFORMATION PROVIDED ST LIEUTENANT r 

COLONEL NORTH AND NAS SUBSEQUENTLY CORRELATED THE INFORMATION ( / • 
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AGAINST SPECIFIC CONTRA VOTE OATES PROVIDED BY FBI HQ 
CONGRESSIONAL LIAISON. THROUGH WPO’S INVESTIGATION, IT HAS 
BEEN DETERMINED THAT THERE IS A DEFINITE ASSOCIATION BETWEEN 
THE DATES OF THE CONGRESSIONAL VOTES ON CONTRA AIDE TO THE 
NICARAGUAN REBELS AND THE 'ACTIVE MEASURES* BEING DIRECTED 
AGAINST LIEUTENANT COLONEL NORTH. IN ADDITION TO THE ABOVE, 
WFO HAS OBTAINED A COPY OF A CIVIL COMPLAINT TAKEN IN THE 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA FILED ON MAY 29, 1986 AND ON 
REVIEW HAS DETERMINED THAT THE CIVIL COMPLAINT MAY BE YET 
ANOTHER ACTIVE MEASURES PROGRAM PRIOR TO THE JUNE 19, 1986 
CONTRA AIDE VOTE. AS IN THE PAST, THE ACTIVE MEASURES CIVIL 






1292 


PACE THREE DE HP 0028 

RESPECT TO THE CIVIL SUIT IS AN OBSERVATION. 

ON JUNE 3. 1986, HPO MET HITH COLONEL NORTH IM ORDER 
TO OBTAIN ADDITIONAL INFORMATION WHICH MAT ASSIST IN ADDING 
MORE INFORMATION OF INVESTIGATIVE VALUE TO REFERENCED 
COMMUNICATION. AT THIS MEETING NORTH EXPRESSED GREAT 
CONCERN THAT INFORMATION HE HAD PREVIOUSLY PROVIDED HAD NOT 
BEEN ACTED UPON BY WFO. IT SHOULD BE POINTED OUT THAT 
HFO HAD NO SPECIFIC INSTRUCTIONS OTHER THEN THOSE INSTRUCTIONS 
RECEIVED BX SA DAVID BEISNER IN A MEETING HITH DEPUTY 
ASSISTANT DIRECTOR PHIL PARKER AND UNIT CHIEF JIM EGBERS. 

IN THE ABOVE MEETING, HFO HAS TO TAKE NO SPECIFIC INVESTIGATIVE 
STEPS INTO ALLEGATIONS OF ACTIVE MEASURES DIRECTED AGAINST 
NORTH. 
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LEVELED against north. 

3. NO INTERVIEW 0 P DANIEL SHEEHAN OP THE ''CHRISTIE 
INSTITUTE CONCERNING THE SOURCE OP ALLEGATIONS HE PROVIDED 


4. NO CONTACT OR INTERVIEW WITH LEONARD DOWNING OP 
THE WASHINGTON POST CONCERNING THREATENING TELEPHONE 
CALLS HE ALLEGEDLY RECEIVED PROM LIEUTENANT COLONEL NORTH. 


5. NO REVIEW OF ANT CHARGES PLACED ST SENATOR KERRY 
AGAINST NORTH, NOR ANY ATTEMPT TO OBTAIN THB INFORMATION 
PRESENTLY AT THB DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE (DOJ) INVOLVING 


S. NO INTERVIEW OR CONTACT OP SENATOR OURENBERGER AND 
HAMILTON CONCERNING THE SOURCE OP CHARGES THEY BROUGHT 
AGAINST COLONEL NORTH IN AUGUST, 1985. 

7. NO INVESTIGATION BEING CONDUCTED WITH THB 
METROPOLITAN POLICE DEPARTMENT (MPD) IN ORDER TO CHECK THB 
NUMBER OP VANDALISM INCIDENCES OH THE ELLIPSE IN WASHINGTON , 
D.C. DORXMG AOOOST AND SEPTEMBER, UI3, NHERSIN NORTH’S 
PERSONAL VEHICLE NAB VANDALISED. NO EFFORT HAS BEEN 
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MADE TO DETERMINE IP NORTH'S VEHICLE NAS THE SOLE TARGET 
OF ANT VANDALS DURING THAT PERIOD. f 8 1 

AT THE SAME MEETING, NORTH EXPRESSED FURTHER CONCERN 
THAT HE MAT BE TARGETED FOR ELIMINATION BY ORGANIZES CRIME 
DUE TO HIS ALLEGED INVOLVEMENT IN DRUG RUNNING IN VIEW OF 
THE MURDER ON FEBRUARY 17, 1986 OF A DRUG ENFORCEMENT 
ADMINISTRATION (DEA) AGENT STEELE, ON THE DATE PRIOR TO 
STEELE'S TESTIFYING AGAINST THE SANDINISTA DRUG INVOLVEMENT. 

BASED OH THE ABOVE, AND THE RESTRAINTS PLACED ON WFO 
WITH RESPECT TO ANY FURTHER INVESTIGATION , WFO IS PLACING 
THIS MATTER IN A CLOSED STATUS FOR THE FOLLOWING REASONS: 
ALTHOUGH THE ALLEGATIONS MADE BY LIEUTENANT COLONEL 
NORTH MAY BE THE RESULT OF AN ACTIVE MEASURES PROGRAM 
DIRECTED PRIMARILY AGAINST TUB REAGAN ADMINISTRATION'S 
EFFORT TO SECURE 100 MILLION DOLLARS IN MILITARY AIDE TO THE 
CONTRA, AND SPECIFICALLY DIRECTED AGAINST LIEUTENANT COLONEL 
NORTH, AS the ADMINISTRATION'S PRINCIPAL AGENT IN SUPPORT 
OP THE OOMTHA, WFO IS UNABLE TO RESOLVE TEE IDENTITY OF THE 
ORIGINATOR OF THESE ACTIVITY MEASURES. FURTHER, WFO HAS NO 
PREDICATION INTO THIS INVESTIGATION. 


# 
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UP fBXHQ REQUIRES AMY FURTHER ACTIOS BY HPO, SPO IS 
REQUESTING SPECIFICS ES CARDING AMY FURTHER INVESTIGATION 
AMO IS REQUESTING THAT THIS IMPOBHATIOH BY SET FORTH ALONG 
WITH APPROPRIATE INVESTIGATIVE ASSISTANCE. 2 ? • 
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CHAPTER 13. THE NEED TO PATCH LEAKS 

THE DOCUMENTS CITED IN THESE FOOTNOTES ARE 
AVAILABLE FROM PUBLIC SOURCES. 
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CHAPTER 14 . RECOMMENDATIONS 

THE DOCUMENTS CITED IN THESE FOOTNOTES ARE 
AVAILABLE FROM PUBLIC SOURCES. 
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ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF 
HONORABLE PETER W. RODINO, JR. , 
HONORABLE DANTE B. FASCELL, VICE CHAIRMAN, 
HONORABLE JACK BROOKS, 

AND HONORABLE LOUIS STOKES 
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Honorable David L. Boren 
Chairman, Senate Select Committee 
on Intelligence 
United States Senate 
Washington, D. C. . , 

Dear Hr. Chairman: 

In a recent conversation with Assistant Director 
William N. Baker, Sven Holmes and other members of your 
Committee staff requested that we respond to allegations 
made in the April 20, 1987, issue of Newsweek and the April 15, 
1987, issue of the Philadelphia Inquirer that the FBI furnished 
documents about Contra activities to Lieutenant Colonel Oliver 
North. 

The results of an internal inquiry into this matter 
by the FBI are furnished in the attached memorandum. 

Please don't hesitate to contact me if I can be 
of any further assistance. 

Sincerely, 





William H. Webster 




■Ffif . T to msite/n leased an S/C&/P? 
under provisions of 1.0. IW 

■1 2. Regsr, pstic.TJ 'Secoriij Cormcif 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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JIM ADAIR 

NEUTRALITY MATTERS - NICARAGUA 


In response to raports appearing In the April 20, 1987, 
issue of Newsweek and the April IS, 1987, Philadelphia Inquirer , 
alleging the FBI furnished LTC Oliver L. North with documents 
about Contra activities, an internal inquiry was instituted by 
FBI Headquarters (FBIHQ) . 


A review of available information reveals that on 
December 28, 1964, the U.S. Department of State (USDS) advised 
the FBI they received a call on December 21, 1984, from Larry 
Spivey who said ha was producing a television documentary 
entitled "Victims for Victims 1 ' which would deal with American 
citizen military involvement in Nicaragua. According to the 
USDS, Spivey had information concerning the plans of a group of 
private American citizens who ware planning a "dramatic action" 
against the Government of Nicaragua. The person mentioned by 
Spivey as the source of his Information was one Jim Adair of 
Houston, Texas. The Civilian Military Assistance (CMA) Group, 
located in Alabama, was also mentioned bv Spivey during his 
recitation of events dealing with possible actions against the 
Government of Nicaragua. 

In response to the above USDS report, the FBI, after 
receiving authorization from the U.S. Department of Justice 
(DOJ) , instituted a Neutrality Act investigation. A teletype was 
transmitted to Los Angeles, FBI, on December 28, 1984, requesting 
the interview of Larry Spivey. Houston, FBI, was requested to 
check the name Jim Adair through their office indices and to 
initiate appropriate agency checks. In addition, the above 
information was also furnished to the FBI in Bir mingham , Alabama, 
inasmuch as CMA was known to be headquartered in Decatur, 

Alabama. 



On January S, 1985, Special Agent (SA) Michael N. 
Boone, Los Angeles, FBI, the investigator assigned to this case, 
transmitted a teletype to FBIHQ, Bir mingha m, Houston, and Miami 
Field Offices reporting that ha received a telephone call from 
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The neutrality investigation of Jim Adair was closed by 
the Houston FBI Office on September 12, 1985. A letterhead 
memorandum dated October 17, 1985 summarizing the results of that 
investigation was disseminated by FBIHQ to several Federal 
agencies including the KSC, without reference to Lt. Col. North. 
SSA Paul Lorenzetti, who was then a Supervisor at FBIHQ, advised 
on April 20, 1985 that he disseminated this document to the NSC 
because it was consistent with prior handling of communications 


A review of the Adair file at FBIHQ conducted to date 
has not disclosed any dissemination of communications to the NSC 
or to Lt. Col. North other than the above described documents. 
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1318 


Ex. \5 











NATIONAL SICUHff VOOU NOL 
July 17, 1986 


MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN M. POIND EXT A* 

FROM I OLIVER L. NORTH /J 

SUBJECT: Terrorist Threat: Terra 1 


Several month* *90, a U.S. citizen named Jack Terrel became an 
active participant in the disinformation/active measure* campaign 
against the Nicaraguan Democratic Resistance. Terrel's testimony 
was used in the Avirgan/Honey suit in Costa Rica and has been 
entered in the Florida law suit against Richard Secord, at al . 
Terrel has appeared on various television ’documentaries 1 
alleging corruption, human rights abuses, drug running, arms 
smuggling, and assassination attempts by the resistance and their 
supportere. Terrel has also been working closely with various 
Congressional staffs in preparing for hearings and inquiries 
regarding the role of U.s. Government officials in illegally 
supporting the Nicaraguan resistance. 

After the ’West 57th* piece by CBS two weeks ago. Project 
Democracy officials decided to use its security apparatus to 
attempt to determine how much Terrel actually knows about their 
operations. One of the security officers for Project Democracy 
met several times with Terrel and evaluated him as ’extremely 
dangerous* and possibly working for the security services of 
another country. 

This afternoon. Associate FBI Director, Oliver Ravell, called and 
asked for any information which we might have regarding Terrel in 
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RECOMMENDATION 


That you discuss thil natter with tha Attorney General and the 
President, as appropriate. 

Approve Disapprove 




f 


UNGy^mOyMREO 



Tha Operation* Sub-Group <OSG) of tha Tarrorlst Incidant Working 
Group (TINS) has aada availabla to tha r*X all information on Mr. 
Tarrall fro* othar 0.3. Govarnmant aganeiaa. Various govarnmant 
aganeiaa — Customs, Saerat Sarvica , tha 3ursau of Alcohol. 

Tobacco and Fir a arms — hava information on soma of Tarrall’* 
activitias and tha FBI ia currently consolidating this information 
for thair invastigation. 







